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Summary 
 
The problem definition as starting point of this research is about bad quality of 
software caused by badly defined requirements. One of the reasons for badly defined 
requirements is inadequate collection of requirements. Collection of requirements is 
also referenced as requirements elicitation. For requirements elicitation there are a 
number of different methods available. There has been a lot of research on these 
different elicitation methods but there is little research focused on the selection of 
elicitation methods. Which method is the most adequate method for requirements 
elicitation in a specific situation?  
 
This research focused on the theory of requirements elicitation selection and how 
requirements elicitation selection is executed in practice. A detailed comparison 
between theory and practice is part of the research and helps to understand the initial 
problem definition on badly defined requirements.  
 
Starting with the theoretical part of requirements elicitation and requirement elicitation 
selection helped to gain a lot of insights on different elicitation methods and elicitation 
selection methods. In this theoretical part of the research a framework was found that 
was developed to help engineers to determine the most adequate elicitation method 
for a specific situation. One of the reasons this framework was selected as the 
reference model for the ‘ideal’ state in my further research was the fact that this 
framework used contextual attributes to determine the most adequate elicitation 
method. Using contextual attributes of the situation the elicitation applies to was also 
one of the idea’s I had when I started this research. The framework that was found of 
Carrizo et al. (2014) has 3 steps to enable engineers to identify and classify a 
situation and find the most adequate elicitation method.  
 
The second part of this research was empirical part of the research. Using 
unstructured interviews and observation a specific case was analyzed. The focus of 
this part of the research was on potential issues or bottlenecks in the process. A lot of 
great insights have been identified with the help and support of all the people in the 
organization selected for this part of the research.  
 
The insights and overview of the theoretical research on requirements elicitation is 
considered as the “ideal state”. The empirical study that was executed in the second 
part of the research is considered as the “actual state”. In the final part of the 
research, the “ideal” and “actual” states have been compared. The focus has been 
on differences and commonalities and steps that could be taken to improve the 
“actual” state. 
 
Based on the comparison analysis between “ideal” and “actual state” it became clear 
that the most important difference is the lack of attention for elicitation selection in 
practice. Most of the time the selection of the elicitation method is based on 
experience.  
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List of definitions  
 
Abbreviation Description 
Requirement Elicitation Requirements elicitation is the practice of 
collecting the requirements of a system 
from users, customers and other 
stakeholders.  
 
Method A systematic procedure, formula, or a 
routine by which a task is accomplished.  
 
Requirement A singular documented physical and 
functional need that a particular design, 
product or process must be able to perform. 
 
IEEE Het Institute of Electrical and Electronics 
Engineers 
 
Technique  There are slight difference that could be 
identified between technique and method. 
For this research, this difference is not 
relevant and these terms can therefore be 
used interchangeable.  
 
Efficient Achieving maximum productivity with 
minimum wasted effort or expense. 
 
Adequate  There is slight difference that could be 
identified between efficient and adequate. 
For this research, this difference is not 
relevant and these terms can therefore be 
used interchangeable. 
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1. Introduction  
 
1.1 Why do software projects fail 
 
A lot of software development projects fail. If you open up the newspaper there is a 
good chance you will find an example of this phenomena. According to the Standish 
Group in 1995, only 16% of software projects were successful, 53% challenged (that 
is cost overruns, budget overruns or content deficiencies) and 31% cancelled. 
Further, they say the average software project runs 222% late, 189% over budget 
and delivers only 61% of the specified functions. Evidence suggests little has 
changed since then. Research of Ernst & Young (2008) shows that approximately 
50% of all software projects fail because the end results do not meet the demands 
and expectations. Failure has become the IT industry norm. So what can we do 
about it? A good starting point is by addressing some of the key reasons software 
projects fail. According Robert N. Charette (2005) one of the reasons is badly defined 
system requirements. It seems that a lot of the delivered software does not meet or 
fully meet the expectation of the end user.  
 
Well known examples of software delivery projects that did not deliver 100% 
according to expectation are (Website van de Vrije Universiteit van Amsterdam. 
Retrieved April 3, 2014, from http://www.cs.vu.nl/ ):   
 Electronic health record project  
 SPEER (integration of logistic services for the armed forces) 
 Integration of the tax authority and the employee Insurances Implementing 
Agency 
 Electronic Child record 
 P-direct (Consolidation of the personnel administration system) 
 PSO – A new information system to support the police authorities  
 C2000 country wide system for all emergency services 
 
Badly defined system requirements are mainly caused by inefficient and/or ineffective 
collection of requirements (B. Nuseibeh & S. Easterbrook, 2000). The collection of 
requirements is part of the requirements engineering process. The requirement 
engineering process is often depicted with a linear, incremental model (Martin, 
Aurum, Jeffery, & Paech, 2002) starting with requirements elicitation as the first 
activity (Figure 1.1). The practice of collecting requirements of a system from users, 
customers and other stakeholders is also called requirements elicitation.  
     Fig. 1.1 Requirements engineering process [personal created image based on Martin, Aurum, Jeffery, & Paech, 2002 ] 
 
In practice, however, it is most often not linear as the theory suggests. Especially 
during validation but also in the other steps a loop back to elicitation and analysis is 
required. In practice, you will also notice some of these steps being skipped 
completely. In many occasions validation is skipped but also analysis or specification 
is not always executed. 
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1.2 The right tool for the right job  
 
As mentioned, there are potentially various reasons for software development 
projects to fail. In the previous paragraph, we learned that one of these reasons is 
badly defined system requirements. We also learned that these are mainly caused by 
inefficient and/or ineffective elicitation of requirements. This thesis will scope down 
and focus on the elicitation of system requirements. In this scope, I try to understand 
the impact and influence requirements elicitation methods have on the success or 
failure of a project.  
 
There are a lot of different requirement elicitation methods. The assumption is that 
each method is more or less effective in a different situation. A more effective method 
of requirements elicitation will result in a more complete set of requirements. A more 
complete set of requirement will result in a better match between user expectations 
and the delivered software. Since the mismatch between user expectations and the 
delivered software is one of the reasons why software projects fail this thesis could 
ultimately contribute to a decrease of software projects to fail. 
 
This hypothesis forms the foundation of the research in this thesis.  
 
 
Fig. 1.2 Fundamental hypothesis of the research [personal created representation of my hypothesis] 
 
 
There is a lot of research and papers that describe elicitation methods themselves 
but little research addressing how to support analysts in decision making for a  
specific method (Carrizo, Dieste, & Juristo, 2014). For example, Janet E. Burge 
(2005) describes and classifies various methods for requirements elicitation. 
However, the differentiating factors that she uses to classify these methods are 
focused on the elicitation methods themselves instead of the situation where the 
method can be applied to.  
 
Carrizo et al. (2014) developed a model that doesn’t focus on the different elicitation 
methods but selected a range of attributes that identify the contextual situation where 
the elicitation needs to be executed. The model supports the analyst to select the 
most effective elicitation method based on the contextual situation. Since the 
research and model of Carrizo et al. (2014) is relatively new, there is not a lot of 
empirical evidence that supports the theory. In my research, I will apply the model of 
Carrizo et al. (2014) in one of the projects in the company I currently work for to 
validate the model. My research can be considered as new empirical evidence to 
support the theory of Carrizo et al. (2014). 
Master Thesis R.R. Egas – BPM&IT – OUNL - 2014 11 
 
 
1.3 The numbers tell the tale 
 
The examples and statistics in the first paragraph indicated a problem in software 
development. Fail to meet expectations seems one of the biggest issues. In my daily 
job as Product Owner within OfficeDepot I also have to deal with this issue. For me 
this was one of the reasons to explore this topic further.  
 
Within OfficeDepot we develop and deliver software for our internal customers. When 
the software is ready and delivered to the customers there seems to be a gap 
between what was expected and what was delivered.  
 
The customers submit an issue report for all of these differences between what was 
expected and what was delivered. The number of submitted issue reports is a good 
indication of how big this gap actually is. According to S. McConnell (1997) of the 
IEEE, the directive for the number of issues per 1000 lines of code is 7. With every 
delivered software, there is an average of 5000 lines of code that is delivered with a 
new software release. We notice the average number of issue reports after these 
releases is about 60.  
 
In fig. 1.3, the red line is the average number of issues raised in a release within 
Office Depot. The green line is the number of issues according the directive of S. 
McConnell for the number of issues to expect for the releases within Office Depot.  
 
According to the directive of S. McConnell (1997), this number of issues within Office 
Depot is relatively high. The relatively high number of issues is in line with “general 
image” IT has within OfficeDepot. But as Albert Einstein ones said: "Reality is merely 
an illusion, albeit a very persistent one". (source: http://www.brainyquote.com/quotes/quotes/a/alberteins100298.html)  
 
 
 
Fig. 1.3 Issues after delivery of software compared to IEEE directive [http://www.stevemcconnell.com/] 
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1.4 Research objective 
 
Adequate requirements elicitation is essential to the success of software 
development projects (Hickey and Davis, 2004). Better understanding of elicitation 
and the factors that should be considered during elicitation technique selection 
will improve the quality of the requirements elicitation process and, ultimately, 
increase the success of software development projects. The objective of this 
research is to understand how to select a requirements elicitation method that will be 
most effective for a specific situation. Ones there is understanding on how you should 
select the most effective elicitation method another objective is to understand the 
differences and consequences of how it is currently done in practice. With these two 
main objectives, the following goals have been identified: 
 
1. Get insights in the different elicitation methods and their characteristics.  
 
2. Understand to what extend the quality of the delivered software (output) is 
impacted by the elicitation method used. 
 
3. Get an overview of methods that support the selection of elicitation methods. 
 
4. Identify factors that determine the context the elicitation method is applied to and 
influence the effectiveness of the elicitation.  
 
5. Select a reference model for how to select a requirements elicitation method. 
 
6. Understand the differences between the reference model to select an elicitation 
method and how it is done in practice of Office Depot.  
 
7. Draw conclusions and get to recommendations that are supported by the results of 
the research.  
 
 
1.5 Research Scope 
 
One of the building blocks of this research is an empirical study on the actual state of 
requirements elicitation method selection. To execute this part of the research one 
specific company was selected.  
 
The specific company that will be used for this research will be a multinational in the 
office supplies industry, OfficeDepot. Reasons to select this company are:  
 I’m currently working for this company which makes it easy to access 
information and resources that could support the research. 
 The problem definition that is the fundament of my research is recognized as a 
major problem for the selected company.  
 The contextual factors for Office Depot are divers which is an enabler to 
validate there is an impact on the adequacy and effectiveness of the 
requirements elicitation method selected.  
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1.6 Research Questions 
 
 
Based on the research objectives the following questions are the main research 
questions to answer. 
 
 
How can you determine the most effective requirements elicitation method for 
a specific situation? 
 
 
What are the biggest gaps between how you should determine the most 
effective elicitation method and how this is done in practice in Office Depot? 
 
 
 
The following sub questions support these two main questions: 
 
1. Which elicitation methods exist and what are main differences? 
 
2. What are the factors that influence the effectiveness of the elicitation? 
 
3. Which method is used in practice to choose a requirements elicitation 
method? 
 
4. What are the issues caused by the selection of the elicitation method in 
practice in Office Depot? 
 
5. What are the differences between the way you should select the most efficient 
elicitation method and how this is done in practice in Office Depot? 
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1.7 Research Design 
 
To execute the research in a structured and methodical approach a research method 
is used to design the research. The research is designed according to the research 
method of Verschuren and Doorewaard (1998) as this was one of the recommended 
methods of the Open University. Main steps in the research are: 
 
0) Starting point of the research is the problem definition. Translation of the problem 
definition to research objectives. 
 
1) Develop research questions based on the problem definition.  
 
2) Compare the ‘ideal state’ of elicitation method selection with the ‘actual state’ of 
elicitation method selection.  
a) The ‘ideal state’ is the way you should determine the elicitation method 
according to conclusions from the theoretical study.  
b) The ‘actual state’ is the way the elicitation method is selected in the company 
that was selected for the empirical study. 
 
3) Analyze results from the comparison and answer the research questions 
 
4) Draw conclusions and formulate recommendations based on the answers found 
 
 
 Fig. 1.4 Graphical view of the research approach  [personal created representation of my research approach] 
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Step1 
Step 1 is the development of the research questions and is the first step of the 
research. The research questions are based on the problem definition and the 
research objectives. The answers to these questions will be, together with the 
conclusions and recommendations, the research results. 
 
Step2 
Before the actual comparison can take place mentioned in step 2 there is a 
dependency on step 2a and step 2b. These sub steps both need to be completed to 
be able to proceed. Chapter 2 and 3 will describe step 2a which is the literature study 
of my research. Chapter 2 includes the systematic approach of the literature study 
and a review of most commonly used elicitation methods. These methods and its 
characteristics help to understand how to select one of these elicitation methods for a 
specific situation. This chapter will be concluded with a summary of these methods 
with advantages and disadvantages in specific scenarios. Chapter 3 will dive deep 
into the reference model for requirements elicitation selection used in my research. 
This Chapter will also justify the choice for this reference model. The reference model 
will be used as the ‘ideal state’ for elicitation method selection. Step2b is about the 
actual state. The actual state is defined based on observation, experience and 
interviews with various stakeholders in the company that was selected. Chapter 4 will 
outline the research design and approach for the empirical study as the most 
important findings.  
 
Step 3/4 
Chapter 4 will also highlight the most important differences to the reference model 
and the implications of these differences. This is the actual comparison of the ideal 
state with the actual state. The most important conclusions and findings are 
described in Chapter 5 with the answers to the research questions. My research is 
concluded in Chapter 6 with my recommendations and suggestions for follow-up 
research.   
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1.8 Structure and setup of the literature review 
 
To design the structure and setup of the literature review a number of inputs are 
important. The literature review is described in Chapter 2 and 3. Chapter 2 will give 
an overview of the elicitation methods that have been taken into account. Chapter 3 
will describe the selected reference for the ideal state of requirements elicitation 
selection. The definition of the problem and the research objectives are key inputs. 
The literature review should answer the following questions: 
 
1) What kind of research was done in the domain of software requirements 
engineering.  
2) What are the main conclusions of this research? 
3) How can I use and build on these conclusions? 
 
In order to answer these questions the following process was followed: 
 
 
 
Fig. 2.1 Process used in the literature study [personal created representation of literature study process] 
 
 
This resulted in 43 articles that were relevant for the research.  
Of these 43 articles, 24 articles are used and referred to from this thesis.  
 
The full list of articles used in this research is covered in the references overview 
after Chapter 6. A few articles to call out specifically based on the contributed value 
to this research;  
 
 Carrizo, D;  Oscar Dieste and Natalia Juristo. (2014) Systematizing 
requirements elicitation technique selection. This article is used to describe 
and analyze the adopted model for the ideal state in elicitation method 
selection. Described and referenced in Chapter 3. 
 Nuseibeh B. and Easterbrook (2000), S. Requirements engineering: a 
roadmap. In Proc. of the IEEE Int. Conf. on Soft. Eng. (ICSE), pages 35–46. 
This article supported the hypotheses that was taken as starting point for the 
research. Described and referenced in Chapter 1.   
 Davis, A. Hickey (2003), A tale of two ontologies: the basis for systems 
analysis technique selection, in: Proc. 9th Annual American Conference on 
Information, System. This article supports the statements about the 
importance of requirements elicitation. It also explains the impact of the 
effectiveness of requirements elicitation on the quality of the delivered 
software described. 
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2. Reference literature study 
 
2.1 Requirements engineering   
 
Software development is the activity of creating a software system that, when 
used, solves some users’ problems, leverages their opportunities, or satisfies their 
needs (Hickey and Davis, 2004). Requirements activities are performed ostensibly at 
the beginning of the software development process. However, with the inevitable 
onslaught of constantly changing needs, requirements activities should be performed 
regularly. Regardless of when performed, the requirements activities are essential to 
understanding users’ needs and, therefore, to the success of the software 
development efforts. 
 
The requirements process is often described as a series of activities such as: 
 
Elicitation 
Is learning, uncovering, extracting, surfacing, or discovering needs of customers, 
users, and other potential stakeholders. Often the requirements analyst who will 
execute the elicitation is no expert in the domain that needs to be analyzed. By 
interaction with subject matter experts, the analyst needs to get an understanding of 
the domain. Requirement elicitation is all about getting to understand the problem at 
hand. (van Vliet and Brinkkemper, 2002) 
 
Analysis 
Analyzing the information elicited from stakeholders to generate a list of candidate 
requirements, often by creating and analyzing models of requirements, with the goals 
of increasing understanding and searching for incompleteness and inconsistency. 
 
Specification 
Is documenting the desired external behavior of a system. 
 
Verification 
Is determining the reasonableness, consistency, completeness, suitability, and lack 
of defects in a set of requirements. 
 
 
Fig. 2.2 Parallel Model of the Requirements Process. [Davis, A. Hickey, 2003] 
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The majority of existing models of the requirements process show it as an ordered 
sequence of activities. In reality, requirements activities are not performed 
sequentially, but iteratively and in parallel, as shown conceptually in Figure 2.2  
 
As clearly visible shown in the figure a large percentage of the time is spend on 
elicitation. Selection of the elicitation method will have impact on the elicitation itself 
and the output. Because the selection of elicitation as one of the activities in 
requirements engineering is the main subject of my research the further literature 
review will focus on elicitation methods. This will help to understand how an elicitation 
method can be selected according to the theory.  
 
2.2 Elicitation methods  
 
The definition of elicitation is the process of getting information from someone. 
Elicitation methods are methods for verbal or non-verbal stimulation to tempt an 
individual to give inconsiderate and irrational reaction which give insights in the 
primary personal perception of this individual (Stalpers, 2007).    
 
According to B. Nuseibeh and S. Easterbrook (2000)  the choice of elicitation method 
depends on the time and resources available to the requirements engineer, and of 
course, the kind of information that needs to be elicited. The assumption in this 
research suggests that this is also depending on the situation or context the 
elicitation method is applied to. To be able to demonstrate and proof this assumption 
we need to understand the different elicitation methods and characteristics.  
 
We distinguish 15 elicitation methods (Burge, 2002) which have been adopted for the 
scope for this research. The following comparison of these methods should help to 
understand these methods and their applicability. Every method has strengths and 
weaknesses and specific characteristics.  
 
To determine the attributes to evaluate and compare for these methods the research 
of Carrizo et al. (2014) was taken into account. The research of Carrizo et al. (2014) 
provides a list of attributes that is used to determine the context an elicitation method 
will be applied. The theory of Carrizo et al. (2014) was selected as reference model 
for the ideal state in this research. The assumption is that it will be beneficial to use 
the same attributes to evaluate the methods itself. The outcome of this comparison 
will therefore be more relevant in the “gap” analysis of the ideal and actual state. To 
reassure that these attributes are the right attributes to evaluate, the business 
analysts of Office Depot have been asked to indicate which attributes are important 
to them. The business analysts within Office Depot execute elicitation on a daily 
basis. In addition to the theoretical input derived from the reference model and 
validation with experts in the field, other articles have been used to justify the 
selection of these attributes. No conflicts or objections have been found to use the 
attributes that have been selected for the comparison.  
 
The input of the Business Analysts was captured as result of a workshop that took 
place. Summary of this workshop can be found in appendix A. All Business Analysts 
have been asked to give ‘points’ to the attributes. Every Business Analyst was asked 
to give in total 20 points. Based on this pointing all attributes with points have been 
included in the comparison.  
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The evaluation of the methods are executed with the Business Analysts based on 
their expert knowledge and experience. The evaluation was executed in a workshop 
format and all judgments and discussions have been based on the ground rule that 
all values given are relative to each other. For example, if a value “low” is selected for 
a specific method and specific attribute it is relatively low against other classifications 
in the review.  
 
The attributes selected for the comparison are: 
 
Experience with Elicitation methods (A) 
Is related to the number of earlier projects in which the elicitor has carried out 
elicitation activities. According to the definition of Carrizo et al. (2014); 0 projects = 
zero, 1-5 projects = low and >5 projects = high. To compare the various methods the 
value low is selected when the impact of this attribute is low for this specific method. 
If more experience would help for the specific method the value medium is selected. 
If experience with methods is required, the value high is selected.    
 
People per Session (B) 
Is the number of individuals that can participate at the same time in the elicitation 
session. Limited means only one or two people per session. Medium allows more 
people per session but preferable not more than 10. High is selected for larger 
groups of individuals. 
 
Consensus among Informants (C) 
Is related to the initial agreement among informants. Consensus among the 
informants is always beneficial to get requirements clear. For some elicitation 
methods this is more important for the elicitation. For some elicitation methods, it 
could be very difficult to apply a specific method if there is no or little consensus. The 
values low, medium and high for this attribute are about the impact and importance to 
have consensus for this specific method. Low means the elicitation method itself is 
not or little impacted if there is consensus or not. The value medium means it could 
impact the elicitation method if there is no consensus and high means the elicitation 
method is impacted heavily when there is no consensus.  
 
Articulabiliy (D) 
Is related to the informant’s skill at explaining his or her knowledge. Comparable to 
the previous attribute. Some methods are impacted more than others if the 
articulability is low. The value low is selected in the compare matrix when the impact 
of the articulability is low. For example for observation this obviously means low 
impact since the elicitor not even talks to the individual who is being observed. 
 
Availability of Time (E)  
Reflects the time to spend on the sessions. Some elicitation methods require a lot of 
time. Evaluation of this attribute was not only purely done on the time that is needed 
for a specific method but also the impact of the aspect time for a specific method. For 
example surveys where there is a big dependency on the informants to fill out the 
survey the impact of the time aspect is high as also the time the elicitator needs to 
prepare the survey.  
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Location/Accessibility (F)  
For the review of the impact of the location of the informant with respect to the 
elicitor, the group specifically took new technologies for communication into account. 
This was one of the factors that seems neglected. The impact of location could have 
an impact on a specific method but with new technologies for virtually be in one 
location could take away or lower this impact. For methods that are impacted by the 
location but could be “virtual” medium was selected. For methods that are not 
impacted at all the value low was selected. The value high was selected where the 
impact of the location is high and even technology does not seem to be the solution 
to take this away.  
 
Level of Available Information (G) 
Information is key and the fundament of elicitation. With elicitation and specifically 
requirements elicitation, it is the objective to get information. If there is a lot of 
information available, this will benefit the elicitation process. However, for some 
methods this is more important. For this attribute, the impact on the elicitation was 
evaluated for the 15 methods and valued compared to each other.  
 
 
 
  
A B C D E F G 
Interview (unstructured)  low limited low medium medium medium High 
Interview (structured)  low limited low medium medium medium High 
Task analysis  medium medium medium low medium high High 
Card Sorting  medium medium medium medium medium medium High 
Surveys  low high medium low high low high 
Protocol analyse  low limited medium medium medium medium low 
Repertory grid  high medium high high medium medium low 
Brainstorm low medium high high medium medium medium 
Nominal Group Technique medium medium high high medium medium medium 
Delphi  high medium high high medium medium medium 
Observation  medium medium medium low high high medium 
Prototyping  low medium high medium high medium low 
Focus Groups  medium medium high high medium medium medium 
JAD workshop  high medium high high medium medium medium 
Scenario analysis  medium medium medium low high medium low 
Table 2.1 Evaluation of the 15 elicitation methods [based on personal evaluation of elicitation method characteristics against 
contextual attributes of the reference of model Carrizo et al. 2014]   
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The compare exercise of the 15 methods enabled me to classify the different 
elicitation methods. This is useful to understand the actual state and execute a gap 
analysis of the ideal state. The classification below is based on the applicability, 
characteristics, advantages and disadvantages and resulted in this classification 
matrix.  
 
 
Method Applicability Advantage Disadvantage Conclusion 
Interview 
(unstructured) 
Applicable in most cases Easy for a lot of people 
Quick 
Don’t know if you ask 
the right questions.  
Could be used as 
starting point 
Interview 
(Structured) 
Applicable in most cases Still very quick  
Same questions in 
multiple sessions 
Little bit of preparation 
time 
Could be used as 
starting point 
Task analysis 
 
Improvements to an 
existing process of system 
Output also valuable 
outside the scope of 
elicitation 
Might not make clear 
what the wish list is 
Valuable when trying 
to fix a process. 
Card Sorting 
Understand personal 
perspective and preference 
Very practical and fun 
for the participants  
Personal opinion, 
subjective 
Could be usefully to 
prioritize or choose 
Surveys 
Reach a big audience Anonymous  Depending on the 
participants for 
submission 
Get a lot of 
information of people 
in different locations 
Protocol analysis 
Procedures, problem-
solving strategy 
Solution focus High depending on the 
knowledge of the 
informant 
To deep dive to a 
specific requirement 
Repertory grid 
Groups of people No need for a lot of 
information from the 
start 
Requires level of 
experience 
Only specific cases to 
analyze data oriented 
cases 
Brainstorm 
Groups of people and the 
solution direction unclear 
Multiple views-inputs 
 
Lot of coordination 
 
Not clear what the 
solution should be 
Nominal Group 
Technique 
Groups of people and the 
solution direction is unclear 
Encourage out of the 
box 
Strong facilitation Not clear what the 
solution should be 
Delphi 
no consensus on the initial 
question or problem 
Converge to the best 
solution 
Strong dependency the 
right people attend 
Depending on the 
people in the team 
could be useful to just 
try this. 
Observation 
People not that capable in 
articulate the problem 
Independent view on 
process  
You can’t always “see” 
all scenario’s 
Wouldn’t recommend 
or recommend 
multiple observations 
Prototyping 
no consensus on the initial 
solution direction. 
 
Show and tell quickly Waste of development Good way for initial 
phase the 
development cycle 
Focus Groups 
clear scope but lot of 
unknowns within the scope  
High focus on specific 
area 
Too much focus could 
make you ‘blind’ for 
obvious solutions 
Important to keep 
track of the progress 
of the groups 
JAD workshop 
Solution direction is clear 
right balance in IT and 
business. High IT focus. 
Input from different 
perspectives. (IT & 
Business) 
IT & Business do not 
always fit together  
In situations where 
there is a dependency 
on technology 
Scenario analysis 
useful and effective in 
combination with object 
oriented development. 
Designed for specific 
way of development.  
Designed for specific 
way of development. 
Very specific cases 
only 
Table 2.2 Classification of elicitation methods [based on Knowledge Elicitation Tool Classification of Burge, J.E. 2005]  
 
 
Master Thesis R.R. Egas – BPM&IT – OUNL - 2014 22 
 
3. Reference model for the ideal state 
 
 
As we learned in Chapter 2, it is understandable that “interviews” are commonly used 
in a lot of the cases (214, Carrizo et al.) in the area of software development. Based 
on the defined attributes defined interviews is applicable in a lot of cases and does 
not require a lot of knowledge on how to execute. Most people who have to elicit  
requirements as also the people being questioned for requirements are well aware 
how interviews works and what to expect. It also doesn’t require a lot of people at the 
same time. When you develop software, you are not always able to have all the 
questions ready and is there a need to explore the subject. With interviews, you can 
adjust the elicitation while executing it which is very useful.  
 
For this research, however, it is not the applicability of the method itself that is the 
area of focus. The area of focus is the contextual aspects of the situation or 
environment the elicitation is applied to and how that could help to determine the 
elicitation method.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    Figure 3.1 Reference model article [http://www.sciencedirect.com/] 
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3.1 Justification of the selected reference model  
 
 
When I started my research and thesis, the initial idea was to develop a new 
theoretical model that would support in the selection of an elicitation method for a 
specific situation. From a first scan through existing literature on the subject, I learned 
that there was no such a model. After going through the actual literature study phase, 
I found that these models do exist. The model of Dante Carrizo, Oscar Dieste en 
Natalia Juristo (2014) is one of them. There are also other models that support in 
selection of an elicitation method but most of these do not include a specification of 
contextual attribute values in the area of software engineering. The contextual 
attributes values are an important element in this research since this element will be 
used to analyze the actual and ideal state on. Another model that does include 
contextual attributes values is from Davis, A. Hickey (2003). This model was not 
selected as reference model since the model does not provide an objective metric 
that measures the effectiveness of the methods.  
 
The model of Dante Carrizo, Oscar Dieste en Natalia Juristo (2014) is a very recent 
research. This model actually developed a framework that supports analysts in 
selecting the most effective elicitation method for a specific scenario.  
 
So instead of defining a theoretical model that could represent the ideal state for my 
research I decided to use the model of Carrizo et al. (2014) to refer to as the ‘ideal 
state’. This model can therefore be considered as the reference model for the “ideal 
state”.  
 
 
The reasons I choose the model of Carrizo et al. (2014) for my further research as 
the “ideal state” are: 
 
 
 The model uses contextual aspects of the situation the elicitation is applies 
to. This was one of the starting points I also wanted to use if I would 
develop this model initially.  
 
 The research of Carrizo et al. (2014) includes all of the previous models for 
elicitation selection and reviews these as part of the development of the 
model.  
 
 The research of Carrizo et al. (2014) has quantitative and qualitative 
evidence that supports and proofs the validity of the model. Various 
statistical tests have been used to empirically validate the proposal.  
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3.2 Introduction of the reference model 
 
 
According to Carrizo et al. (2014) the selection of an elicitation method is a subjective 
decision most of the times which could have impact on the effectiveness of the 
elicitation. Each situation where the requirements need to be elicitated is different 
and should therefore be treated differently. There are many ways of requirements 
elicitation but not all of them are as effective in every situation. There are almost no 
tools that support to determine which elicitation method is most adequate or effective 
in a specific situation. Beside the lack of tools that support the selection there is also 
a lack of knowledge off the different elicitation methods in most cases. A lack of 
knowledge how these methods should be applied, the characteristics or about the 
existence of these methods. The most commonly used method is “interviews” 
because most people are familiar with this method.   
 
According to Beyer and Holtzblatt (1995) there is evidence that interviews is not 
always the most adequate method for requirement elicitation. Especially when trying 
to elicitate requirements for today’s software. For example, observation could be 
much more efficient and could tell you much more than an interview would even give 
you. Selecting ‘interviews’ as elicitation method there are also some other aspects 
that could impact the adequacy of getting the right requirements. Aspects as 
planning, coordination with participants, accessibility of participants and 
communication skills of the participants could all impact the process of elicitation 
negatively.  
 
One of the reasons the model of Carrizo et al. (2014) was selected as reference 
model is that it was not executed in isolation. The research is including all previous 
research on elicitation selection and reviews these as part of the development of the 
model. The review and comparison was done by comparing all the available research 
on a number of aspects.  
 
Aspects that have been considered are: 
 
 Discipline (Area) in which the proposal is applicable: proposals have been 
made in knowledge engineering and software engineering 
 
 Scope that the proposal aims to cover: proposals may be designed to help 
select techniques for broader processes like the software development 
process or the requirements process or specifically for requirements elicitation. 
The techniques may differ depending on the scope of use. For this study, the 
elicitation techniques have the distinctive trait of being user interaction 
intensive. On this ground, we are interested in the techniques used in the 
requirements elicitation activity. 
 
 
 Type of information on which the research is based: proposals can be based 
on the expert opinions of their authors and/or on empirical studies.  
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 Number of elicitation techniques covered: requirements engineers reckon with 
more and more alternatives for capturing requirements information, close to 
fifty at present. However, the proposals should consider, at least initially, a 
sizeable number of the most popular techniques. 
 
 Types of elicitation process contextual factors accounted for: the contextual 
attributes of the elicitation activity have been grouped under five factors that 
influence technique effectiveness (elicitor, informant, problem domain, solution 
domain and elicitation process).  
 
 Specification of the contextual attribute values: the possible values of the 
contextual attributes. This is important as the workability of the method 
depends on the possibility of quickly and easily determining such values.  
 
 Evolvability of the model: They may or may not offer facilities for updating the 
method.  
 
 
 
Table 3.1 Related work  [Carrizo et al. 2014] 
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Area Software x x x x x x x x
Knowledge x x
Target Global process x x
Elicitation process x x x x x x x x
Basic info Theoretical x x x x x x x x x x
Empirical 
Both
Technical coverage Low (0-5) x x
Medium (6-14) x x x x
High >15 x x x
Contextual factors Analyst x x x
Informant x x x x
Problem x x x x x x x x
Solution x x x
Process x x x x x x x
Attribute value Available x x x
Unclear x x x x x x x
Upgradimg Easy x x x x x x
Hard x x x x
Adequacy concept Product quaility x
Relevance x x x x x x x
Effectiveness x
Tools Available x
Not available x x x x x x x x x
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 Variable defined for measuring the method adequacy: software product 
quality, effectiveness, productivity or subjective measures of relevance are all 
examples of possible method adequacy variables reported in the literature. 
Carrizo et all. (2014) believe that work should have an objective metric that 
measures the effectiveness of the method to capture a certain amount of 
relevant information to shape the requirements. 
 
 Support software: research can end with a theoretical research proposal or 
advance towards a tool that helps practitioners decide about how to go about 
elicitation sessions.  
 
 
The comparison (Table 3.1) shows that none of these researches in based on 
empirical data. This data for this table is adopted from Carrizo et al. (2014) however 
since it seems very unlikely that these models are not validated by empirical research 
I extended my literature review to validate that. Unfortunately, I was not able to find 
any research in this area. It still remains questionable if this is and will remain true.  
 
They are all based on theoretical knowledge of experts. For my research, I am 
specifically interested in a combination between empirical data and theoretical 
knowledge. The main reason is that I want to understand what the impact is of real 
practical contextual factors on the applicability of an elicitation method. Induction 
based on empirical data in combination with deduction of discovered theory could 
strengthen my theory while analyzing the differences between the ‘ideal state’ and 
the ‘as-is state’. 
 
 
3.3 Detailed explanation of the reference model  
 
The model of Carrizo et al. (2014) envisions the selection of the most effective 
elicitation method as a structured three-step process.  
 
 
 
 
 
1. Identification of the context 
2. Situation-Method Adequacy Fit 
3. Obtain a session plan 
 
 
Figure 3.2 three step process  [Carrizo et al. 2014] 
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What determines the adequacy or effectiveness of an elicitation method? In a lot of 
other research, the characteristics of the elicitation method are of paramount 
importance to identify the method to use. The working assumption of Carrizo et al. 
(2014) is that the contextual factors should determine the most adequate elicitation 
method. In my research, I adopt and support this assumption. In the empirical part of 
my research, this will be part of the scope and subject of the analysis.  
 
Having the focus on the context instead of the characteristics of the method does not 
exclude these completely. As you will see in step 2 of the proposal the situation-
method adequacy fit is still considering the characteristics of the different methods. 
 
 
Identification of the context 
 
 
To determine the context there needs to be a structural approach to assess the 
context. But which attributes should be taken into consideration to determine the 
context? Dante Carrizo has done this by following a number of steps to find these 
attributes.  
 
1. Review the related literature in search of theoretical proposals and empirical 
studies directly reporting or inferring contextual attributes that possibly 
influence elicitation method effectiveness. 
 
2. Identify and group the candidate attributes, that is, classify the identified 
attributes by the factor to which they belong. We have defined five factors 
(elicitor, informant, problem domain, solution domain and elicitation process) 
 
3. Analyze the candidate attributes by acceptance and rejection criteria 
(assessability, instrumentability and theoretical justifiability). 
 
4. Determine framework attributes, that is, set up the final attributes by possibly 
merging, changing the name or adding attributes. 
 
 
 
Figure 3.3 – Procedure followed to determine attributes to identify the context  [Carrizo et al. 2014] 
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The result of following this procedure are the attributes captured below. These 
attributes can be grouped in 4 categories: Elicitor, Informant, Problem Domain and 
Process. These attributes help to identify the context.   
 
 
Elicitator Development team agent that elicits information on software 
system requirements. Other names, such as analyst or 
requirements engineer, are used in the literature to refer to this 
role. 
Attributes Training in Elicitation methods 
Elicitation Experience  
Experience with Elicitation methods 
Familiarity with Domain 
 
 
Informant Human agent that has information regarding requirements. 
Informants can be customers, users and, generally any software 
development stakeholders. Non-human sources have not been 
considered in this research. 
Attributes People per Session 
Consensus among Informants 
Informant Interest 
Expertise 
Articulabiliy 
Availability of Time 
Location/Accessibility 
 
 
Problem 
Domein 
The problem that the software system under development is to 
solve. 
Attributes Type of Information to be Elicited 
Level of Available Information  
Problem Definedness 
 
 
Process The requirements gathering process. 
Attributes Project Time Constraint 
Process Time 
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Situation-Method Adequacy Fit 
Based on the attributes described earlier in this chapter the researchers developed a  
table that indicates the adequacy for all these attributes for all it’s possible values 
(see appendix for the full table). Three indicators Dante Carrizo used:  
 
 The method is adequate for this attribute value. This means that the results of 
using this method in the session would be better than for a method with a 
lower adequacy level. Therefore, if the project has this attribute value, this 
technique should be given priority during selection. 
 
 The method is indifferent for the attribute value in question. There is no 
guarantee that the results of applying this method would be better than those 
obtained using others. While this technique is an option, more adequate 
methods would be preferable. 
 
 The method has a low adequacy level for the attribute value in question. This 
method is not recommended for use under the circumstances described by 
this attribute value, because it is likely to produce worse results than other 
methods.  
 
 
Example 1 – Adequate 
Category Informant 
Attribute Location/Accessibility 
Value Near 
 
For the Location/Accessibility attribute with value “Near” the elicitation method 
“Brainstorming” is adequate. One of the base principals of brainstorming is being in 
the same room with a group of people. If we take the same attribute but have the 
value “Far” the elicitation method “Brainstorm” has a low adequacy level.  
  
Example 2 – Indifferent 
Category Elicitor 
Attribute Training in elicitation techniques  
Value Zero 
 
Considering the attribute ‘Training in elicitation methods with the value ‘zero’ has 
been identified as indifferent. It is understandable that without proper training the 
adequacy of the elicitation method cannot be guaranteed. In the table of Dante 
Carizzo the majority of methods are classified as indifferent for this attribute with this 
value.  
 
Example 3 – low adequacy 
Category Process 
Attribute Project Time Constraint  
Value High 
 
The ‘Project Time Constraints’ attribute with value ‘High’ also has an impact on the 
adequacy of the majority of methods. Most of the methods are classified as low 
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adequate for this attribute value. The key take away here could be that a lot of 
elicitation methods are time consuming to be adequate.  
 
Obtain a session plan 
The Situation-Method Adequacy Fit will result in a sum of ,  and . Based on 
this result the methods can be prioritized. Highest prioritized are the methods that do 
not score any not recommended value and have the most recommended values. This 
prioritization is part of the session plan.  
 
3.4 Personal reflection on the reference model  
 
When I first read the article of the model of Dante Carrizo, Oscar Dieste en Natalia 
Juristo (2014)  I was immediately very happy. It was exactly what I was looking for 
and easy to read, follow and understand. Other objective reasons to specifically 
select this model as the reference model for my research I have explained earlier in 
this thesis.  Although I really liked the article and model there are also point of 
criticism. In this paragraph this critical views will be outlined, detailed and justified.  
 
Criteria for evaluating related work 
D. Carrizo et al. uses a number of criteria to evaluate related work. The justification or 
origin of these criteria are not described in detail. There is stated that these criteria 
are useful to define the ideal proposal but you could question why specifically these 
criteria are selected and if there are no criteria missing.  
 
Adequacy of elicitation technique for contextual characteristics  
The adequacy of elicitation techniques based on the contextual characteristics is 
essential. Not only for D. Carrizo et al. but also for this thesis and research. For most 
of the selected attributes I fully understand the selected value for adequacy score. 
However for some attributes this can be questioned. One of the attributes for 
example is Location/accessibility. I understand this could have an impact on 
adequacy of the elicitation method. The values D. Carrizo et al. defines with this 
attribute is ‘Near’ and ‘Far’. For the determination of ‘Near’ and ‘Far’ the criteria 
defined is ‘in the same city from the elicitor’ or ‘in a different city from the elicitor’. I 
question this criteria since even being in the same city could mean different things 
and will have a complete different impact on the adequacy of the elicitation.   
Another point of critique on this specific attribute is that the research of D. Carrizo et 
al. fully seems to ignore new techniques for virtual presence. You could be logically 
separated from the elicitor but with new video conference techniques location should 
not have to be an issue for elicitation methods where it is adequate if people are in 
the same location.  
 
Additional attributes  
The range of attributes that determine the contextual situation that should be 
considered for the elicitation method selection is wide. However, based on 
experience in this area I’m missing the attribute regarding the software development 
method in use. With OfficeDepot we recently moved away from traditional 
development methods to more agile development methods and I think this is a 
specific contextual specification that could help to select a more adequate elicitation 
method.  
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To conclude the literature review a quick recap of the goals and what has been 
discovered during the literature review versus the objectives: 
 
 
1) What kind of research was done in the domain of software requirements 
engineering.  
 
 
A lot of research has been executed in the domain of software requirements 
engineering. The theory of Hickey and Davis (2004) describes the software 
requirements engineering process in detail. Common characteristics can be identified 
in this research compared to other literature in scope of this research. The literature 
review gives a clear overview of the research that has been executed in this domain.   
 
 
2) What are the main conclusions of this research? 
 
 
Main conclusion of the research are: 
- Requirements engineering is a process of a number of activities 
- Requirements activities are essential to understanding users’ needs 
- The activity that consumes the most time and effort is the elicitation  
- There are multiple elicitation methods 
- Applicability of elicitation methods differ 
- Applicability is dependent on contextual situation 
- Interviews are applicable in most situations but not always cover all 
requirements in all situations.  
 
 
 
3) How can I use and build on these conclusions? 
 
 
Key learnings of the literature review that will be used in this research are: 
- There are multiple elicitation methods with various characteristics and some of 
these are obvious to select for elicitors who so not have or use an elicitation 
selection method. 
- There are elicitation methods selection methods that support this selection 
process.  
- One of the elicitation selection methods was selected as reference model.  
- To use and build on these conclusions would be to apply the model to a real 
live example and analyze the differences and gaps. 
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4. Actual state 
 
4.1 Selection of the organization for the ‘actual state’ 
 
To analyze the ‘actual state’ for requirements elicitation method selection Office 
Depot was selected for the empirical part of the research. The justification to select 
this organization: 
 
 Office Depot recognizes the problem definition of this thesis as major problem  
 
 The contextual factors for the organization of choice are very divers. The 
assumption to validate in my thesis is that contextual factors have impact on 
the adequacy of the requirements elicitation method. The selection of an 
organization with a lot of different contextual settings within the organization 
should help to make accelerated progress during the empirical research.  
 
 I’m currently working for this company which makes it easy to access 
information and resources that could support the research. 
 
 
4.2 Description of the organization  
  
Office Depot, Inc. was founded in 1986 and opened its first 
store in Fort Lauderdale, Florida. Office Depot went public 
with a listing on the NASDAQ in 1988. By the end of 1990, Office Depot had already 
grown to almost 200 stores with sales topping $626million. That same year, Office 
Depot announced its merger with The Office Club, Inc., becoming the largest office 
products retailer in North America. 
 
In 1998, Office Depot merged with Viking Office Products, a public company based in 
The Netherlands and the world's leading direct mail marketer of office supplies. The 
addition of Viking to the Office Depot organization not only vastly expanded Office 
Depot's international presence (primarily in Europe), but also made the company the 
leading provider of office products and services in the world. 
That same year, Office Depot launched the first of a number of new websites, 
www.officedepot.com, which established the company as the industry's technology 
leader, expanded its domestic e-commerce capabilities, and ultimately extended the 
range of products and services Office Depot could offer its customers. 
 
The following year, the company launched its first European eCommerce site, 
www.viking-direct.co.uk, in the U.K. By 2005, the Company had over 30 international 
websites. Worldwide eCommerce sales in 2004 totaled $3.1billion, almost a quarter 
of overall revenue. 
 
Office Depot's European business is part of its international division. In Europe, 
Office Depot is the number one reseller of workplace products and services with 
around 6,000 associates and two main brands: Office Depot and Viking. 
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4.3 Software development within Office Depot 
 
In response to customers’ demand for online services and solutions, Office Depot 
has significantly invested in the area of eCommerce over the last few years. Office 
Depot has built and maintained all of their eCommerce webshops in-house. The 
development of these webshops is complex because of the integration with all the 
different backend system Office Depot has in Europe. To ensure Office Depot is 
sustainable in the future as an ‘online company’ it is important to add new online 
functionality quickly to benefit the customers in their online experience. This need is 
conflicting with the complexity of the environment. The complexity of the integration 
with all the various legacy systems is slowing the development down. To maximize 
time-to-market gathering of requirements is an essential part of the software 
development in Office Depot.  
 
For the development and maintenance of the eCommerce sites within Office Depot 
three groups of stakeholders are involved.  
 
 Business – The stakeholders that have the demand. These stakeholders are 
responsible for the online performance and sales. They have a profit and loss 
accountability.  
 
 eCommerce – The department with the knowledge and expertise how to be 
successful as an online company. They determine the online vision and 
strategy to support the business. The eCommerce team also prioritizes, 
coordinates and plans all activities to add value to the websites including all IT 
development efforts.  
 
 IT – The IT department is the supplying stakeholder. They are responsible for 
the system landscape and development of new functionality.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
               Fig 4.1 Office Depot base structure to support software development  
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The software development delivery cycle within Office Depot always starts with “an 
idea”, problem or a need to get at the same level as the competition. The end result 
of the development delivery cycle is “working software” according to an agreed 
quality level. The full development delivery cycle consist of a number of sub 
processes.  
 
   
   Fig 4.2 Software Development Delivery Cycle 
 
Determine priority  
The business usually has the need, demand or idea for new functionality on the 
websites. The very first step in the cycle that will use the list of ideas as input is the 
prioritization. The priority is driven by business value. The more value the 
functionality that is requested has, the higher it will be on the list. After value, the 
other factor that determines the priority is effort that is needed to develop the 
functionality. Normally in this stage of the process, there is not a lot of detail on the 
functionality that is being requested. This makes is also difficult to have details on the 
effort that is needed to develop the functionality. The effort is there for a high level 
estimate. To make sure all involved stakeholders are aligned on the priority there are 
sessions planned with all stakeholders to evaluate the list of priorities and determine 
the priority for new requests. 
 
Gathering requirements  
Requirements elicitation in Office Depot is most of the time executed using the same 
methodology for every new functionality that has to be developed. Based on the 
priority that was given in the first step of the software development delivery cycle the 
business analysts start the requirements gathering. The business analyst mostly 
select interview as the elicitation method and starts planning detailed interviews with 
various subject matter experts in the company. These interviews are a combination of 
‘structured’ and ‘unstructured’ interviews. The reason for this is to minimize the risk 
that also requirements are captured which the business analyst did not think of. 
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Software Development 
When all requirements are captured, the requirements are handed over to the IT 
development team. The handover is formalized with a confirmation and signoff of 
both business stakeholder and IT to ensure both stakeholders confirm they 
understand and agree to the specification of the requested functionality. This is the 
starting point of the development of the requested functionality. Depending on the 
complexity of the requested functionality and effort needed to develop the software 
the lead time for development varies. To be able to plan and track the progress a IT 
project manager is involved who will track the development progress based on the 
initial estimate and plan. Ones the software is ready the software is handed over to 
the Quality assurance team.  
 
Quality Assurance  
Before the software can be deployed to production where it is exposed to the real 
customers, the software is tested by a dedicated testing team. Not only is the isolated 
functionality tested but also end-to-end to prevent that the new functionality is 
impacting other functionality on the website. If the quality assurance team does not 
find any major issues according to the agreed acceptance criteria, the software is 
handed over to the business for a final check. The final check of the business is 
considered as part of the quality assurance phase of the development delivery cycle. 
The final check is formally signed off by the quality assurance team and the business 
before the functionality is pushed to the production website.  
 
Release 
The release of new functionality is always executed on a Thursday evening. The 
reason for this chosen timeframe is based on the average traffic that is coming on the 
website. The reason for the Thursday is to mitigate any issues that are found after 
the release of the functionality. If a rollback is required, it has less sales impact to do 
this activity on a Friday or over the weekend.  
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4.4 Empirical research  
 
In chapter 3 of the thesis the details of the ‘ideal’ state for requirements elicitation 
method selection has been described in detail. In order to be able to compare the 
‘ideal’ state with the ‘actual’ state this paragraph describes the empirical study that 
was executed to understand the actual state. For the execution of this research, a 
qualitative approach was taken to ensure people’s views are included by giving them 
a ‘voice’. We already identified there is a problem with the selection of the elicitation 
method in the organization selected. To go for a quantitative research approach the 
actual insights and reasoning for certain decisions could be missed.  
 
For the selection of participant for the research, the following attributes have been 
taken into account: 
 Type of role in the organization 
 Perspective or interest  
 Influence on the elicitation method selection  
 Impact off the requirements elicitation (the effect of the output)  
 Expertise 
 Articulability 
 Experience in elicitation methods 
 Training in elicitation methods 
 
Taking specifically these attributes for the selection of the participants is not by 
accident. These are based on the theoretical review of the selected reference model 
described in chapter 3. The factors Elicitor and Informant have for specific attributes 
a determining role in the selection for the elicitation method. Particularly experience, 
training in elicitation methods, expertise and articulability are determining factors in 
the reference model. Considering these attributes will support the comparison 
between actual and ideal state and help understand the differences.   
 
To prepare the questions for the interviews to get insightful information the following 
considerations have been taken into account: 
 The answers should help to understand how people in Office Depot select a 
requirements elicitation method 
 The answers should be an enabler to support the comparison analysis 
between ‘ideal’ state and ‘actual’ state 
 Repetitive questions in a different way should help to validate some of the 
answers  
 The questions should be semi-structured to ensure there is room for additional 
information or background.  
 The answers should illustrate or give insights in the effectiveness of the 
requirements elicitation 
 The answers should help to understand the context in which the requirements 
elicitation is applied 
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4.4.1 Selection of participants for the interviews 
 
 
There are about 50 people all across the world that are involved in the software 
delivery cycle within Office Depot. To ensure the right people participate in the 
interviews the following table was used to select the right people based on the 
attributes described previously.  
 
 
 
Table 4.1 Participant selection for the interviews [based on personal evaluation in my role in the company] 
 
To score and color-code the influence and impact in the table above to evaluate the 
various roles and perspectives the following criteria are used: 
 
Influence  – the influence on the requirements elicitation. 
   : no influence at all. 
  Ligh   : minimal influence – possible to change requirements but not 
                       able to add new requirements. Not able to make decisions.  
     : influence – possible to change and add new requirements. Also       
                       able to make decisions.   
 
 
Impact – the impact off the requirements elicitation.   
   : no impact at all. 
  Ligh   : minimal impact – the outcome of the requirements are   
noticeable for this role but the activities and or effort needed 
from this role do not change. 
                   : impact – the outcome of the requirements elicitation are  
noticeable and the required activities or effort needed from this   
role will change. 
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Selection criteria for participation: 
 Influence on the requirements or are impacted by the outcome of the 
requirements elicitation.  
 Minimal influence on requirements elicitation in combination with minimal 
impact of the outcome of the requirements elicitation.  
 
The approach taken identified 5 different roles that are included in the interviews. The 
5 different roles all have good balance in perspectives. To have a double-validation 
on some of the answers two persons have been interviewed separately per role. This 
resulted in 10 interviews.  
 
 
4.4.2 Initial analysis and result of the interviews 
 
 
Analysis of the interviews has led to a number of high level topics. These same topics 
can be identified in all interviews. These topics can be classified in the area of the 
requirements elicitation or in the area of the quality of the delivered software. These 
two areas point back to the problem definition of this research. Looking at this from 
cause-effect  perspective the cause is the elicitation method that was applied and the 
effect is the quality of the software delivered. To main topics identified in the 
interviews are detailed in fig 4.3. 
 
 
Fig. 4.3 cause – impact analysis [personal created representation based on analysis of the empirical research] 
 
To analyze the answers in the interviews and understand what the actual problem 
areas are the number of references to these topics during the interview have been 
counted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Requirements 
elicitation
• Communication
• Unstructured interviews
• Global distributed teams
• Process
• Changing requirements
Software quality
• Not in time or fast enough
• Too many bugs/mistakes
• Not complete 
• No room for flexibility
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Requirements elicitation 
Topic  # referenties Example 
Communication 8 “we often notice that something was 
understood completely different than 
what we try to explain” 
Process 12 “The is no visibility on how requirements 
are captured, which method is used or 
why we always use interviews to find the 
requirements.” 
Unstructured interviews 10 “It often happens that I only think of 
specific requirements after the interview” 
Changing requirements  7 “The business does not know what they 
want when the idea is born” 
Geografische locatie 6 “The fact that our IT development team is 
located in the US does not help at all”  
Table 4.2 Results from interviews on cause 
 
 
Software quality 
Topic  # references Example 
Not in time or fast enough 
 
10 “Even the smallest requests take ages.” 
Too many bugs/mistakes 
 
8 “We have a lot of issues in the software 
even after it was handed over by the 
Software Quality team.” 
No room for flexibility 
 
14 “We have to deal with the dynamics in the 
market and have to respond quickly. Quick 
changes in the delivered software is almost 
never possible.” 
Not complete  6 “Sometimes a complete specification was 
missed in the development. To correct this 
afterwards takes a lot of time.” 
Table 4.3 Results from interviews on impact 
 
 
4.4.3 Mapping to the reference model 
 
To get an understanding of the differences between the actual state and ideal state 
the next step would be to map the learnings from the interviews to the reference 
model. To map these learnings one of the high level topics of the analysis is used to 
understand the contextual factors within the situation the interview was executed. 
The high level topic “Requirements Elicitation” is the topic that can be used to map to 
the contextual factors in the reference model. The “Software Quality” cannot be 
mapped to the reference model because the results of the analysis described in here 
are all in the area of the result of the elicitation or on the process rather than the 
contextual factors that could help to determine the elicitation method. For this reason 
the focus for the mapping exercise is limited to the mapping of the requirements 
elicitation. 
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Requirements elicitation 
Topic  Mapping to the reference model contextual aspects  
Communication Communication as contextual factor in the reference 
model is identified by the attributes: “Articulability”. 
Another attribute that could be considered to map to is 
“Expertise”. It is not immediately related to 
communication but my assumption is that communication 
between elicitor and informant will  be more efficient 
when the informant is more knowledgeable.  
Process In the reference model “Process” to identify the 
contextual factor are by Project Time Constraint and 
Process Time. Process Time indicates the stage in the 
elicitation process.  
Unstructured interviews Unstructured interviews seems the selected elicitation 
method in this case. This elicitation method itself cannot 
be related to any contextual factor in the reference 
model. 
Changing requirements  Changing requirements and the results found in this 
interview can be linked to the attribute “Problem 
definedness” and “Consensus among informants” in the 
reference model. Validating this attribute in the reference 
model indicates a low adequacy for the method 
“interviews” if there is no consensus among informants 
and/or low problem definedness  
Geographical location Geographical location can be linked to the attribute 
Location/Accessibility. For the case in the interview this 
would according to the reference model be a strong 
indication interviews in not the most adequate elicitation 
method.    
Table 4.4 Results from interviews based on reference model attributes 
 
Conclusion of the field research: 
 
1. There is no explicit selection for a requirements elicitation method. 
2. The business analyst always uses unstructured interviews to elicit 
requirements in all situations. It seems more a habit than a conscious 
decision.  
3. Communication or the lack of communication is mentioned as one of the 
biggest issues by all participants.  
4. There are a lot of big teams with a lot of people involved.  
5. Globally distributed teams. Demanding and supplying party do not have a lot 
of opportunity to meet face to face. 
6. A lot of teams with conflicting interests and priority. 
 
Conclusion 3, 4, 5 and 6 are defined in the reference model to determine the context 
and help to find the most adequate elicitation method. The specific values in this 
case indicate that interviews are not the first recommendation for the most adequate 
elicitation method according to the reference model.  
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4.4.4 Comparison between ‘ideal’ state and ‘actual’ state 
 
 
Before running the actual comparison of the ‘actual’ and ‘ideal’ state it makes sense 
to loop back to the research objectives and questions. This should help to be able to 
understand why and what to compare. The fundamental part of the research 
objective and question that almost implies a comparison is the question how you 
should determine the most effective requirements elicitation method. The “how you 
should” is represented by the reference model selected. If the answer is clear how 
you should do something you need to know how something is done currently to find 
identify what needs change to get there.   
 
The comparison analysis in this thesis is setup in 3 steps: 
 
1. Observation of both ‘ideal’ and ‘actual’ methods for elicitation method 
selection. Identify any commonalities and differences in the elicitation method 
selection. 
 
2. Apply the ideal state model for the scenario that was analyzed in the “actual” 
state scenario. Identify commonalities and differences in the results from the 
elicitation. 
 
3. Define steps to get from actual state to ideal state and identify potential 
roadblocks or other prohibiting factors to move to the ideal state.  
  
 
4.4.4.1 Observation  
 
One of the key observations looking at the current way of working in the ‘actual’ state 
is the fact that the elicitation method selection is not a conscious decision. In the ideal 
state, the selection of the elicitation method is a conscious decision. The people 
involved in the requirements elicitation in the actual state are familiar with some other 
methods. However they keep using ‘interviews’ as elicitation method mainly because 
they are used to it. It is almost if the elicitation method they use is ingrained in the 
software delivery process. The process on its own does not change for a new request 
and that seems to be the reason for that. However, the context in which the elicitation 
is applied does changes a lot. You can see that the business analyst is struggling 
when the interview is with somebody in a different location. The interview is mostly 
done over the phone in this case which does not help as became clear in the field 
research. Another example of changing context is when the business analyst has to 
interview a large group of people. Using the interview method for elicitation in this 
case extends the time that is required to complete these interviews. If the business 
analyst would have selected a different elicitation method it might be less time 
consuming. Comparing the ideal state with the actual state does show also a few 
commonalities. The ideal state has multiple iterations of elicitation before the a full set 
of requirements is completed. The actual state is also using multiple iteration to get to 
the full list.  
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4.4.4.2 Apply ideal state method to the actual state 
The first step in the ideal state model is to identify the contextual situation. For this 
exercise one of the requests for software that was developed by the Office Depot 
development team has been selected randomly. This selection for which software 
request should have minimal impact on the elicitation method selection because the 
context in Office Depot does not change significantly per request. In this case it was 
a request to develop the possibility to initiate a return request on the website. This 
was a functionality that did not exist yet. To be able for the development team to 
understand exactly what was needed the business analyst did a number of interviews 
during the requirements gathering phase of the development delivery cycle. This 
functionality has been delivered in the meanwhile. From the lessons learned sessions 
on this specific project, the general feedback was on lead time. Delivering this project 
took longer than initially planned due to misinterpretation in the requirements 
gathering phase which resulted in rework. Applying the ideal state model for this 
specific case is possible until the selection of the elicitation method. Any effect or 
impacts on the actual elicitation or quality of the software if the ideal state 
model was used are argumentative.  
 
To determine contextual situation for this case to apply the ideal state model the 
attributes and table of the model is used. The table with factors and attributes is part 
of the model and provided as part of the model. The values are entered based on the 
contextual situation in our case. 
 
    Attributes   Values 
El
ic
it
o
r 
Training in Elicitation methods Low 
Elicitation Experience  High 
Experience with Elicitation methods Low 
Familiarity with Domain High 
in
fo
rm
an
t 
 
People per Session Group 
Consensus among Informants Low 
Informant Interest High 
Expertise Knowledgeable  
Articulabiliy High 
Availability of Time High 
Location/Accessibility  Far 
P
ro
b
le
m
 
D
o
m
ai
n
 Type of Information to be Elicited Tactical 
Level of Available Information  Upper 
Problem Definedness High 
P
ro
ce
ss
  
Project Time Constraint Medium 
Process Time Middle 
Table 4.5 Identification of context [form is part of the reference model filled with OD situational data]  
Master Thesis R.R. Egas – BPM&IT – OUNL - 2014 43 
 
Elicitor  
The elicitor within Office Depot is the business analyst. He is familiar with some of the 
elicitation methods but he never have had a training in any of them. In the reference 
model the attribute about training in elicitation methods has a big influence on the 
selection for the most adequate elicitation method. 9 out of 15 methods are indicated 
as less adequate when this attribute is valued as ‘low’ as in our case. The logical 
explanation for this could be that an elicitation method is less adequate if not used 
properly because of the lack of training.  
According to the model, the elicitation experience is determined on the number of 
projects that the elicitor has executed in the role of elicitor. The criteria for the 
attribute value are ‘high’ in more than 5 projects. The same scale applies for the 
attribute ‘experience with elicitation methods. Since in our case the business analyst 
only worked with 1-2 elicitation methods this attribute is valued as ‘low’. For familiarity 
with the domain, the business analyst scored high in our case. For the adequacy of 
the different methods, this could for some methods have a negative impact and is an 
indicator the method is less adequate. For example for the method ‘task observation’, 
it could be a pitfall to know too much about the domain and creates blindness for 
some of the details.  
 
Informant 
The attributes in the informant section are all about the person who has the need or 
knows about the requirements. For the specific case selected with Office Depot the 
people per session was a group. In the actual case, the elicitation was therefor done 
in multiple sessions to be able to do the interviews. According to the ideal state 
model, having a group for the people per session indicates that interviews are less 
adequate. Consensus among informants for the Office Depot case is low. The people 
are all responsible for a different country. There are a lot of conflicting interests and 
potentially different requirements. Having consensus between the informants also 
has a clear influence on the selection. For some elicitation methods like card sorting 
there should be consensus between the participants of the session to prevent that 
cards are constantly moved around.  
The informant interest is valued as high for Office Depot. This attribute does not 
seem to have a very significant influence in the selection of the method. Some 
methods are indicated as less adequate but none of the methods are excluded for 
further selection. Articulabiliy seems an important attribute for a lot of the methods. 
For the Office Depot case, this is not an issue and is valued as High. The last two 
attributes are both about availability in terms of location of the people and time 
available. Both are challenging factors for Office Depot. For the selected case time 
was not really an issue for the informants and according to the criteria of the model 
this is then valued as ‘high’. Since the informants are located all across Europe this is 
indicated as ‘far’ and therefor has an influence on the selection. Methods that require 
the people in one room like ‘brainstorm’ are excluded based on this attribute value.  
 
Domain 
The attributes in the domain section tell a lot about the organizational context for a 
specific case. Information type for this case is tactical and  information is Upper. This 
is regarding the details trying to get and which information is available to work with. 
The problem definedness is high since the initial request already had a lot of 
information.  
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Process  
For the last section of the contextual situation determination, the process is the key 
focus. Both attributes are regarding time. One is on time constraint and the other is 
on the position in the process in terms of timing. For time constraint, this is indicated 
as medium because there is enough time. The process time is values as middle 
because the aim is elicit key requirements.   
 
Now we have identified the contextual situation the next step in the model is to link 
the situational context and the most adequate elicitation method. Every attribute and 
its value are now evaluated against all methods with the method-adequacy matrix 
that is provided with the model. In the method-adequacy matrix the scores are 
summarized for the values “adequate” ( ), “indifferent” ( ) and “low adequacy” ( ).  
 
To emphasize the objectivity of the model and explain the steps I executed in short: 
1) Determine the contextual situation with the attributes given by the reference 
model. The reference model gives clear criteria to determine the values for the 
attributes. When 10 different people would determine the contextual situation 
for Office Depot with these criteria and attributes described in the reference 
model you would get 10 exact same results. 
2) Situation-Method Adequacy fit – By using again clear criteria and guidelines 
(described in Chapter 3 + Appendix D) of the reference model the situation 
found with step1 can be translated in a score per elicitation method. If again 
10 different people would do the situation-method-adequacy fit, you would get 
10 times the same results.   
 
 
For the Office Depot case, this results in the following score:  
 
Table 4.6 Results of method-adequacy match [based on applying the reference model in practice – Table 4.4 applied to the 
table in appendix D] 
 
 
 
 
Method Number of (V) Number of  (-) Number of (x)
Adequate Open Interview 11 4 1
Structured interview 13 2 1
Task Observation 11 5 0
Card Sorting 10 3 3
Questionaires 16 0 0
Protocol Analyse 9 5 2
Rep Grid 13 1 2
Brainstorm 10 5 1
Nominal G T 12 3 1
Dephi 14 2 0
Participant Observ 12 2 2
Prototyping 12 3 1
Focus Group 13 2 1
JAD Workshop 9 5 2
Scenarions /Use cases 11 4 1
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Applying the ideal state model is showing that there are 3 methods that could be 
considered as adequate requirement elicitation methods. Questionnaires, Task 
observation and Delphi. Questionnaires is ranked to be the most adequate for the 
situation specified.  
 
It is noticeable that according the Situation-Method Adequacy Fit matric of the 
reference model “Questionnaires” is indicated for almost all contextual attributes for 
all values. It seems that from a context point of view questionnaires is most adequate 
for most situations. There are only 5 out of the 45 values that indicate questionnaires 
is less adequate. These values have not been found for the situation in the field 
research.  
 
These values are: 
 
 Zero training in elicitation methods: To setup a questionnaire that is adequate for 
requirements elicitation it requires at least some training in this area. The criteria 
given by the reference model for this attribute is not very specific. If the elicitor did 
not have any training at all this would be indicated as ‘no training’. The next value 
option is ‘low’  which is according to the criteria in the reference model “training 
without practice”. The weak aspect of this criteria is that it does not specify how 
much training or any specification regarding what can be consider as a training.  
 
 Low elicitation experience: To understand and process and analyze the data of 
the questionnaires in order to make this elicitation method an adequate method at 
least some elicitation experience is required. According to the criteria defined by 
the reference model the elicitor should at least have experience with 2 projects 
before questionnaires is considered as adequate. 
  
 No familiarity with the domain: In the process of designing and setting up the 
questionnaire it is required to have at least some knowledge about the domain. 
The reference model’s criteria for this attribute are again the number of projects in 
the same domain the elicitation is taking place. The minimum number of projects 
that is required for questionnaires to be adequate is 2 projects just like for 
experience. Also, these criteria can be questioned. Not every project is the same 
and the influence of the capabilities of the elicitor is not taken into account. Some 
people will only need 2 projects for questionnaires to be adequate for other 
people it might require some more practice before they are fully able to use 
questionnaires in a way that it is adequate.   
 
 Level of available information: The design and setup of the questionnaires is an 
important aspect of this specific method. For this method, having information 
available upfront is an attribute that could be used to indicate the adequateness of 
the elicitation method. The criteria according to the reference model are to have at 
least basic and tactical information available for questionnaires to be adequate.   
 
 Process time: This attribute refers to the time in the process of elicitation and the 
type of requirements that are being elicited. Questionnaires are less adequate on 
the start of a project.    
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Open and structured interviews are indicated as being less adequate. The contextual 
attributes that specifically nominate interviews as being less adequate is “consensus 
among informants”, “people per session” and “Location/accessibility”. These topics 
also have been identified in the field research. Various participants in the field 
research indicated the issues around geographical location and changing 
requirements. One of the statements of the participants was: “The business does not 
know what they want when the idea is born.” This is a clear indication there is 
ambiguity around scope and no consensus among informants. Having consensus 
among informants during the elicitation process when the interviews are used as 
elicitation method would make the elicitation more adequate. 
 
4.4.4.3 Steps to move from actual to ideal state 
 
Looking at steps from a specific way of working to a new way of working this can be 
identified as CHANGE. A lot of research has been executed in the area of change 
management. Change Management for this specific case would give enough context 
for a separate research on its own. The research that has been done in this area can 
be found from various perspectives and with various research objectives. The 
similarity in all of this research can be identified in the process of change 
management. For example Tim Creasey (2007) describes the process of change as 
a three step process with both attention for project management as change 
management.  
 
 
 
Fig 5.1 Change Management [graphical representation of change management of Tim Creasey 2007] 
 
With this process, Tim Creasey (2007) describes change management as: “Helping 
others understand change management in relation to project management and 
organizational change”. This specifically implies the importance of the relation 
between project management and change management. Recommendation to get 
from the current way of elicitation selection to move closer to the ideal state would be 
to ensure project management is in place to manage this change.  
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From the field research, it became clear that the elicitation selection is not a 
conscious decision. The following steps should help to move from the current 
situation closer to the ideal state: 
 
1) Awareness of the current situation, different elicitation methods and elicitation 
selection methods is the first step. This could be done by providing information 
and facts about elicitation methods and elicitation method selection.  
 
2) Making sure the people involved in this change process understand the 
elicitation methods, elicitation method selection and get a grasp of the 
concept. 
 
3) Validate the provided knowledge and data is fully internalized and accepted.  
 
4) Final step of this process should lead to full commitment to a new way of 
working. This means all involved actors in this process should agree and 
commit to this way of working. To ensure this and make sure elicitation 
selection is executed as a conscious decision instead of ‘by default’ the 
current elicitation process needs to be altered, documented and signed off.  
 
 
 
Fig 5.2 Change Management steps [graphical representation of change management steps of Tim Creasey 2007] 
 
 
Well aware of the fact that the steps to move from current to ideal state are all 
theoretical I would strongly recommend validating this new way of working. This 
validation could serve two purposes. First it could help to reassure the people 
involved the process the way of working is more adequate. The other purpose would 
be to get the empirical evidence that shows that the selection of an elicitation method 
based on contextual situation is beneficial for the quality of requirements. 
 
One of the options to do this validation would be to run the “old” and “new” process in 
parallel. This experiment is an A/B test. A/B testing can be used for two-sample 
hypothesis testing. It is often used in the field of statistics. This A/B test could help to 
gather more data points on the adequacy of the elicitation. Key indicators for 
adequacy would be a combination between time to complete the process and quality 
of the delivered software. Measuring the quality of the delivered software could be 
using the same method as indicated in the in paragraph 1.3 were the number of 
issues reported on the delivered software per 1000 lines of code indicate the quality.  
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5. Answers to the research questions 
 
 
5.1 Main research questions 
 
 
This thesis and research started with a problem statement that resulted in a research 
objective. The problem statement was about badly defined requirements resulting in 
bad quality software and ultimately the causing the software projects to fail. In order 
to get to better defined requirements in the shortest timeframe (most adequate 
requirement elicitation) the assumption is that this will be influences the quality of the 
software. Since better defined requirement will result in better software. The biggest 
challenge is to choose an elicitation method that is the most efficient for the situation 
the elicitation is applied to. The other assumption as foundation for this research is 
that not every elicitation method is as effective as the other in a specific situation or 
context.  
 
The objective of the research is to understand how to select a requirements elicitation 
method that will be most effective for a specific situation. Ones there is understanding 
on how you should select the most effective elicitation method another objective is to 
understand the differences and consequences of how it is currently done in practice 
for a specific case selected for this research.  
 
By researching the area of requirements elicitation selection in both the theory as in 
the practice focused on the scope of this research the research questions helped to 
get a better understanding of the impact of elicitation method selection. To 
summarize some of the findings this chapter will outline the research questions that 
have been defined at the start of the research and the answers that have been found.  
 
 
The two main questions that have been defined where:  
 
 
How can you determine the most effective requirements elicitation method for 
a specific situation? 
 
 
What are the biggest gaps between how you should determine the most 
effective elicitation method and how this is done in practice? 
 
 
The empirical part of this research for a specific situation it became clear that 
elicitation selection is considered as important and yet there is no conscious choice 
for a specific elicitation method. People tend to choose interviews as the one and 
only way of getting the requirements. This behavior that became clear in the field 
research for the case that was selected for this research is also confirmed by Carrizo, 
D, Oscar Dieste and Natalia Juristo. (2014) in their article: “Systematizing 
requirements elicitation technique selection.”. 
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In the theoretical part of the thesis, it became also clear that this is one of the 
criticism of some of more researchers in the past. To find an elicitation method that is 
most effective the first step is to consider and realize that an elicitation method 
selection is required for every situation. This immediately also answers the second 
main question. The biggest gap between how you should determine the most 
effective elicitation method and the way this is done in practice is the fact that there is 
no determination or selection in practice. Most of the time people just stick with what 
they are used to instead of investing time in a selection process. While comparing the 
theoretical reference model and the practical case situation selected we learned that 
most of the frustration and key “bottlenecks” identified by the actors in this process 
are related to the key attributes that, according to the reference model, determine the 
most adequate elicitation method.  
 
With this research, the initial thought was to find some sort of framework or tool that 
could help analysts to select the most efficient elicitation method. An easy and 
rational approach is to find this method resulting in better quality software. Executing 
this research and dive deep into the details of elicitation and contextual aspects 
where theory and empirical data was compared and analyzed one of the learnings 
was that the initial goal might have been a bit too ambitious and too good to be true. 
However, the relation between the contextual situation and elicitation method 
became more than clear. Various elicitation methods have various strengths and 
weaknesses, the context the elicitation is applied to influences the level of benefit you 
could get from these strengths. Downside is that is also become clear that the 
context the elicitation is applied to influences the loss or hit you will have to take from 
the weaknesses. Every elicitation method can be used in every situation but not 
every elicitation method will be as adequate as the other for this situation.  
 
To come back to the part where this research might have been too ambitious at the 
start. The elicitation method selection model include some tools, criteria and 
guidelines to support an analyst to select the most adequate elicitation method.  But I 
would like to emphasize on the “supporting” part. The model that was reviewed as 
part of this research is supporting and is not giving a 100% black and white answer 
on the most adequate elicitation method. The tools in the model still have a lot of 
room for subjectivity and are not always as clear on the criteria for some of the 
attributes to determine the context.  
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5.2 Research sub questions 
 
Part of the main research questions the following sub questions have been detailed: 
 
 
Which elicitation methods exist and what are main differences? 
 
There are a lot of different elicitation methods and variants of these methods with 
differences in approach, way of execution or people involved. For the research, the 
number of methods included of the research has been limited to 15. All the methods 
have the same objective to find the truth on what is required or requested with the 
details and reasoning behind that. Difference in applicability seems in most cases to 
have a relation with the situation or context. During the theoretical research, this was 
for me a confirmation I was on the right track with my assumptions that there is a 
relation between the elicitation method and the situation the method is applied to. 
Point of attention here was also that some of the elicitation methods are only slightly 
different. Especially for these the applicability was also very similar.   
 
 
What are the factors that influence the effectiveness of the elicitation? 
 
There are two main driving factors for the effectiveness of elicitation: the contextual 
situation and the specific characteristics of the elicitation methods. These two factors 
are also related. During the research and evaluation of the practical case, some 
specific contextual factors could be linked back to the characteristics of the elicitation 
methods. For example some elicitation method require consensus among informants. 
Having consensus or not is also something that tells you a lot about the context. 
Again, this is a confirmation of the assumptions of this research. 
 
 
Which method is used in practice to choose a requirements elicitation method? 
 
In practice the selection for an elicitation method does not seem to be a conscious  
decision. This was found in the field research and confirmed by the literature 
supporting this thesis. Most selected elicitation methods is interviews since it is easy, 
both elicitor and informant most of the times are familiar with the concept and is does 
not require a lot of preparation. Noteworthy is that questionnaires is the elicitation 
method that would fit most situations according to the reference model. Only 5 
contextual attributes nominate questionnaires as not adequate. Knowing this you 
might wonder why questionnaires are not selected by default instead of interviews. I 
think most important reason for this is the preparation that is required for 
questionnaires compared to interviews where you can just take a piece of paper and 
start talking. 
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What are the issues caused by the selection of the elicitation method in 
practice? 
 
The biggest issue is that there is no selection at all. The method used in the past 
seems the guiding principal for the methods used in the future. The consequence of 
this automatic selection (or no conscious selection) is a selection for less adequate 
elicitation methods. This while the elicitor is not aware of this. The elicitation process  
will take longer and will potentially result in lower quality requirements. Lower quality 
of requirements will result in longer lead times building of these requirements.  
 
 
What are the differences between the way you should select the most efficient 
elicitation method and how this is done in practice of Office Depot? 
 
Biggest difference is the fact that there is no conscious selection for an elicitation 
method. There is no awareness of the benefit of choosing a different elicitation 
method for a different situation or context. Awareness is an important differentiating 
factor between theory and the practice in OfficeDepot. My personal view is that even 
if the same elicitation method is used as it is being used today. But people would be 
aware of the strengths and weaknesses of the elicitation method selected. This would 
already make a difference and make the current elicitation method more efficient. It is 
almost the same as risk management. Being aware of a risk will help you to mitigate 
the risk. For example for interviews this means if you are aware that interview is not 
that efficient when there is no consensus among the informants you could put actions 
in place to reach consensus or highlight these differences. This will not immediately 
mean you have to change the elicitation method.  
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6. Recommendations and suggestions for follow-up research 
 
 
The most obvious recommendation is to pay more attention to the selection of 
requirement elicitation method selection. The main question remains how. When I 
started my research, I thought that I would put in the recommendations that people 
should start using the reference model that I reviewed. Learning, evaluating and even 
trying this model did help me understand the model. It confirmed that my assumption 
is correct that there is a relation between context elicitation is applied to and the 
elicitation method. However having a simple tool that points you to the one and only 
elicitation method for a specific situation which helps to make perfect does not exist. 
Effectively it is a tool that helps you to evaluate the situation and point various 
elicitation methods to support the selection of the most adequate elicitation method. 
 
This research did help to understand the relation between context and characteristics 
of various elicitation methods. Understanding this also help to understand not all 
elicitation methods are as adequate as others for a specific situation. This does not 
mean you can’t influence or change the situation to make sure the elicitation method 
selected can be more efficient.  
 
A number of recommendations could be taken from this research: 
 
1) Make sure elicitors are familiar with the various methods for requirements 
elicitation. Organize training session that will focus on characteristics, 
strengths and weaknesses.  
 
2) Make sure elicitors understand the influence of certain contextual factors on 
the efficiency of the elicitation method. This will enable them to mitigate this or 
change the context.  
 
3) Help elicitors to identify their situation and learn which contextual aspects have 
negative impact on the commonly used elicitation methods.  
 
4) Review the current requirements elicitation process and experiment with the 
suggested ideal state. As described in Chapter 4 it might be useful to move 
closer to the ideal state and adopt some of the practices of the reference 
model and embed this in the elicitation process. This could be a simplified 
version of the reference model where the elicitation methods that have similar 
characteristics can be grouped.  
 
5) Training in elicitation methods was indicated as low. Almost all elicitation 
method are more efficient when the training in elicitation methods is medium 
or high. It would be recommended to invest in training in this area.  
 
6) Communication between informant and elicitor is important in interviews as  
elicitation method.  It is recommended that this will get the appropriate 
attention. This could be by awareness, training or securing this in the process 
to make sure the elicitation session are always executed in pairs. Having two 
elicitors could to validate the message came across as it was intended.  
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Suggestions for follow-up research 
 
There is a Dutch saying that when there is a marriage there will be another one. Also 
with research, this is a common phenomenon. I think also for the subject of my 
research it gives a lot of different ideas for further research. Here are a few ideas for 
further investigation: 
 
1. Total cost of ownership 
The scope of this research is limited to the requirements elicitation selection. To  
understand the full business case it could be useful to investigate all costs, benefits 
and value of requirements elicitation.  
 
Requirements elicitation takes time but so does requirements elicitation selection. 
Adding requirements elicitation selection to the process will add time and effort to 
ultimately be more adequate in the elicitation itself. It would be interesting to see what 
the additional time added is and what the break-even point would be. It could still be 
more efficient overall to stick with a less adequate elicitation method without doing a 
selection.  
 
2. Continue experiment using the ideal state model 
Another suggestion for follow-up research would be to continue to do empirical 
experiments using the model of D. Carrizo et al. (2014). Part of the model is to 
change the contextual attributes like training in elicitation methods, familiarity with the 
domain, People per session, availability of time and location/accessibility. Due to time 
constraints, it was not included in the scope of this research but it would be of great 
value to include in the future.  
 
3. New additional attributes to determine the context 
The reference model suggests a number of attributes that define the contextual 
situation. As mentioned in my thesis I could think of some other attributes that could 
determine the contextual situation. Ideally the list of attributes should be as short as 
possible and still be able to find the same result. 
 
4. Criteria for values of the attributes that determine the context  
The criteria defined in the reference model has a big impact on the elicitation method 
that will be selected as result of using this model. One of the observations in this 
thesis is that these criteria can be questioned. Further research on the criteria to 
determine the situation could be a nice starting point for more research.  
 
5. People, people, people 
The human factor, influence and impact is significant according to the field research. 
Also in the reference model you could find some elements that indicate this 
importance. However the reference model itself does not give any insights in this 
element. Another interesting research subject would be on the human factor in 
requirements elicitation.  
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Appendices 
 
Appendix A: Attribute rating business analysts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attribute Frank Lemmen Tanya Peasgood Jodie Stapleton Emmanuel Gastou total
Training in Elicitation methods 0
Elicitation Experience 0
Experience with Elicitation methods 4 4
Familiarity with Domain 0
People per Session 5 5 5 15
Consensus among Informants 3 4 7
Informant Interest 0
Expertise 0
Articulabiliy 2 5 4 11
Availability of Time 1 5 2 8
Location/Accessibility 4 4 5 5 18
Type of Information to be Elicited 0
Level of Available Information 4 4
Problem Definedness 4 4
Project Time Constraint 0
Process Time 5 4 9
Maximum points 20 20 20 20
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Appendix B: Summary and description of elicitation methods 
 
Method:  Interview (unstructured) (1) 
 
Description:  
 
Interviewing consists of asking the domain expert questions 
about the domain of interest and how they perform their tasks. 
The success of an interview session is dependent on the 
questions asked (it is difficult to know which questions should be 
asked, particularly if the interviewer is not familiar with the 
domain) and the ability of the expert to articulate their knowledge. 
The expert may not remember exactly how they perform a task, 
especially if it is one that they perform automatically. Some 
interview methods are used to build a particular type of model of 
the task. The model is built by the knowledge engineer based on 
information obtained during the interview and then reviewed with 
the domain expert. In some cases, the models can be built 
interactively with the expert, especially if there are software tools 
available for model creation. 
 
 
Applicability: 
 
To get more in-depth information about perceptions, insights, 
attitudes, experiences, or beliefs. Interviews are useful for 
gathering subjective perspectives from respondents.  
As a follow-up to other methods. Interviewing is a useful way to 
follow-up with questions you may have after analyzing data from 
other evaluation methods such as observation, questionnaires. 
 
 
Method:  Interview (Structured) (2) 
 
Description:  
 
A structured interview involves one person asking another person 
a list of predetermined questions about a carefully-selected topic. 
The person asking the questions (“the interviewer”) is allowed to 
explain things the interviewee (or  
“respondent” - the person responding to the questions) does not 
understand or finds confusing. This method is usually quite 
reliable (an interview can be easily repeated, for example).  
However, this will depend on the nature and composition of the 
sample used. 
 
 
Applicability: 
 
The aim of structured interviewing is usually to gather data from 
large samples and to ensure consistency of response, and is 
therefore more often associated with quantitative research. 
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Method:  Task analysis (3) 
 
Description: 
 
Task analysis is the analysis of how a task is accomplished, 
including a detailed description of both manual and mental 
activities, task and element durations, task frequency, task 
allocation, task complexity, environmental conditions, necessary 
clothing and equipment, and any other unique factors involved in 
or required for one or more people to perform a given task. 
 
 
Applicability: 
 
Tasks analysis helps identify the tasks that your website and 
applications must support and can also help you refine or re-
define your site’s navigation or search by determining the 
appropriate content scope. 
  
 
Method:  Card Sorting (4) 
 
Description: 
 
Card sorting is a knowledge elicitation method that is commonly 
used for capturing information about different ways of 
representing domain knowledge. It allows to get valuable insights 
into the way people classify change requests and to understand 
their perspectives on classification. This classification is a 
valuable source of information in prioritizing change requests and 
assessing their impact.  
 
Applicability: 
 
Card sorting can be effective when scope and priorities are 
unclear. 
 
 
Method:  Surveys (5) 
 
Description: 
 
Surveys are valid tools if you need to gather a lot of 
information from user groups. They will not provide the same 
depth of information that a qualitative approach, such as a 
personal interview or focus group would, but they offer the 
benefit of generalizability. This means that, depending upon 
your sampling plan, you can generalize results from your 
survey to the broader population.  
 
 
Applicability: 
 
Gathering a lot of information from user groups 
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Method:  Protocol analyse (6) 
 
Description: 
 
Protocol analysis (Ericsson and Simon, 1984) involves asking 
the expert to perform a task while "thinking aloud." The intent is 
to capture both the actions performed and the mental process 
used to determine these actions. As with all the direct 
methods, the success of the protocol analysis depends on the 
ability of the expert to describe why they are making their 
decision. In some cases, the expert may not remember why 
they do things a certain way. In many cases, the verbalized 
thoughts will only be a subset of the actual knowledge used to 
perform the task. One method used to augment this 
information is Interruption analysis. For this method, the 
knowledge engineer interrupts the expert at critical points in 
the task to ask questions about why they performed a 
particular action. 
 
 
Applicability: 
 
Procedures, problem-solving strategy 
 
 
Method:  Repertory grid (7) 
 
Description: 
 
For this method, the domain expert is presented with a list of 
entities and is asked to describe the similarities and 
differences between them. These similarities and differences 
are used to determine the important attributes of the entities. 
After completing the initial list of attributes, the knowledge 
engineer works with the domain expert to assign ratings to 
each entity/attribute pair.  
 
 
Applicability: 
 
 
To elicitate requirements of groups of people. 
 
Method:  Brainstorm (8) 
 
Description: 
 
Process for generating creative ideas and solutions through 
intensive and freewheeling group discussion. Every participant 
is encouraged to think aloud and suggest as many ideas as 
possible, no matter seemingly how outlandish or bizarre. 
Analysis, discussion, or criticism of the aired ideas is allowed 
only when the brainstorming session is over and evaluation 
session begins.  
 
 
Applicability: 
 
 
To elicitate requirements of groups of people and the solution 
direction is unclear. 
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Method:  Nominal Group Technique (9) 
 
Description: 
 
NGT is a brainstorming and decision-making method for use 
among groups who want to make their decisions quickly while 
including everyone’s opinions.  This is extremely valuable 
when there is someone in the room who may dominate the 
conversation or direct the group down a path that will leave 
other stones of the process unturned.  Additionally, NGT helps 
avoid the group think mentality that usually takes places in 
group process elicitation as it can be done anonymously.  The 
anonymity can ensure that you capture the ‘true working 
process’ and not a ‘by the book’ process.  NGT works best with 
groups of 3 to 10 and may lose some value while trying to 
manage larger groups.    NGT can be paired with another 
Lean/Six Sigma tool called Multi-voting or can be used 
separately.   
 
 
Applicability: 
 
 
To elicitate requirements of groups of people and the solution 
direction is unclear and to make sure all participants give their 
input. 
 
  
  
Method:  Delphi (10) 
 
Description: 
 
The Delphi method is a structured communication technique, 
originally developed as a systematic, interactive forecasting 
method which relies on a panel of experts. The experts answer 
questionnaires in two or more rounds. After each round, a 
facilitator provides an anonymous summary of the experts’ 
forecasts from the previous round as well as the reasons they 
provided for their judgments. Thus, experts are encouraged to 
revise their earlier answers in light of the replies of other 
members of their panel. It is believed that during this process 
the range of the answers will decrease and the group will 
converge towards the "correct" answer. Finally, the process is 
stopped after a pre-defined stop criterion (e.g. number of 
rounds, achievement of consensus, stability of results) and the 
mean or median scores of the final rounds determine the 
results. 
 
Applicability: 
 
 
When there is no consensus on the initial question or problem.  
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Method: Observation (11) 
 
Description: 
 
In Observation methods, the knowledge engineer observes the 
expert performing a task. This prevents the knowledge engineer 
from inadvertently interfering in the process, but does not provide 
any insight into why decisions are made 
 
 
Applicability: 
 
In situations the subject matter expert are not that capable in 
articulate what the problem or current process. 
 
  
Method: Prototyping (12) 
 
Description: 
 
In Prototyping, the expert is asked to evaluate a prototype of the 
proposed system being developed. This is usually done iteratively 
as the system is refined. 
 
 
Applicability: 
 
 
When there is no consensus on the initial solution direction. This 
method has very close loops in defining specifications and 
showing results. This will help in changing direction or re-specify 
a requirement that was misinterpreted.  
 
 
Method: Focus Groups (13) 
 
Description: 
 
A focus group is a lot like a discussion group. According to the 
dictionary it is a group of people exchanging thoughts on a 
specific area. It also is a lot like brainstorm but the focus is a lot 
more on one specific topic or area.  
 
 
Applicability: 
 
 
The topic or area has a clear scope but there are a lot of 
unknowns within the scope itself.  
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Method: JAD workshop (Joint Application Design) (14) 
 
Description: 
 
The JAD workshop method is also a group method that is 
comparable with the brainstorming method. The differentiating 
aspect of JAD is the way the group is setup. In this method it is 
key that there is a right balance between participants in the 
session from IT and from business perspective to work together 
on the design and requirements of the design of an application.  
 
 
Applicability: 
 
 
This method is most effective in cases the solution direction in 
general is clear and there is a right balance in resources from 
both IT and business. It is important for these sessions both IT 
and business have good communication skills and know how to 
articulate their needs. 
 
 
 
Method: Scenario analysis (15) 
 
Description: 
 
In scenario analysis different examples of problems/tasks or 
scenarios within a domain are discussed. The problems consist 
of specific cases that can be typical, difficult, or memorable. 
These scenarios are used as a context within which directed 
questions are asked.  
 
 
Applicability: 
 
 
Scenario analysis is useful and effective in combination with 
object oriented development methods. “Objects” in object 
oriented development are often determined in a specific 
scenario(s) which will speed up the process of object definition. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Master Thesis R.R. Egas – BPM&IT – OUNL - 2014 63 
 
Appendix C: Interview  
 
Interview  
Organisatie en selectie van participanten 
 
Binnen OfficeDepot is elke regio zelf verantwoordelijk voor hun P&L (Profit and Loss). 
Hierdoor is er in elke regio grote behoefte en interesse om hun webshop zo efficiënt en 
effectief mogelijk te laten presteren. Voor OfficeDepot is het belangrijk dat er zo veel 
mogelijk synergie en efficiëntie gehaald wordt uit het werk dat de centrale IT afdeling 
uitvoert. Om dit te coördineren en te begeleiden is er een centrale afdeling opgericht in 
Europa die dit verzorgd.  
 
Kort samengevat komen de verzoeken voor wijzigingen dus van de verschillende regios. Deze 
worden verzameld en waar mogelijk geconsolideerd door het Europese ‘Shared Service’ 
team en overgedragen aan IT. Nadat IT deze volgens de specificatie heeft ontwikkeld wordt 
de software getest door het SQ team. Daarna valideert de business de software voordat 
deze naar productie wordt ‘gereleased’.  
 
 
 
Om een duidelijk beeld te krijgen van de huidige methode voor het verkrijgen van de 
gebruikersbehoefte heb ik voor mijn onderzoek een verschillende mensen in de 
verschillende teams geselecteerd voor het interview. De ondervraagde mensen hebben 
allemaal exact dezelfde vragen gekregen om de het trekken van conclusies gebaseerd op de 
resultaten eenvoudiger te maken.  
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Interview 
 
 
1. Hoe worden bij OfficeDepot de gebruikersbehoefte in kaart gebracht? 
 
2. In hoe verre is, nadat de gebruikersbehoefte zijn vastgesteld, men zeker dat alle er 
een compleet beeld is van wat de gebruikersbehoefte is? 
 
3. Komen conflicterende behoefte vaak voor bij het achterhalen van de 
gebruikersbehoefte en hoe gaat men hier in de praktijk mee om.  
 
4. Wie zijn er betrokken bij het vaststellen van de gebruikersbehoefte?  
 
5. Gaat het vaststellen en onderzoeken van de gebruikersbehoefte altijd op dezelfde 
manier/methode?  
 
6. Kun je vanuit je eigen rol en perspectief aangeven waar er knelpunten zijn in het 
vaststellen van de gebruikersbehoefte? 
 
7. Hoe worden de gevonden gebruikersbehoefte gevalideerd en afgetekend?  
 
8. Is er een beleid en proces ten aanzien van het vaststellen van de behoefte? 
a. Is dit proces gedocumenteerd? 
b. Zijn er normen en standaards vastgesteld  in dit proces? 
 
9. Vindt er bewaking plaats op de uitvoering van het verkrijgen van de 
gebruikersbehoefte? 
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Antwoorden IT Lead Developer US  
 
1. Voor het vastleggen van de gebruikersbehoefte voor de wijigingen aan de website zijn er 
drie verschillende manieren. Voor kleine wijzigingen legt de business deze vast als Jira. Voor 
de iets grotere projecten in een “red sheet”. De red sheet is een beschrijving van wat de 
business wil op maximaal 1 A4. Daarnaast zijn er nog de grotere projecten waar zowel een 
“red sheet” als een “green sheet” wordt opgesteld. Deze “green sheet” is een uitgebreide 
versie van de red sheet met een gedetailleerde beschrijving van wat de business wenst. Hier 
worden schermafdrukken bijgevoegd waar dat van toepassing is en precies beschreven wat 
elk element moet kunnen en moet doen.  
 
2. Als wij vanuit IT de software ontwikkelen op basis van de input van de business zie je in de 
praktijk dat er toch altijd nog vragen zijn. Ook al lijkt het document met de wensen van de 
business nog zo compleet, ruimte voor interpretatieverschillen blijft. Persoonlijk denk ik dat 
je dus nooit helemaal compleet bent in het beschrijven van de gebruikersbehoefte.  
 
3. De afspraak is eigenlijk dat als wij (IT) de gebruikersbehoefte krijgen aangereikt vanuit het 
Shared Serivce Team in Europa zijn eventuele discussies over conflicterende behoefte al 
gevoerd en zijn er afspraken gemaakt over eventuele verschillen. In de praktijk komt het 
helaas wel eens voor dat er bij het testen door de business nog verschillen worden 
gevonden. Soms kan dit betekenen dat er opnieuw ontwikkeld moet worden voor een 
bepaald land en er grote vertragingen ontstaan in de oplevering van het project.  
 
4. Vanuit IT hebben we een aantal business analisten die samen met het shared service team 
werken om de gebruikersbehoefte te beoordelen. Soms is het voor de business namelijk 
lastig om in te schatten wat mogelijk en onmogelijk is. Daarnaast laat de business zich in de 
praktijk toch vaak verleiden om in oplossingen te denken dan in de vraag, wens of behoefte. 
Dit beperkt ons wel eens. De samenwerking tussen de IT business analist en de business 
analist in de business zou dit moeten voorkomen.  
 
5. Het vaststellen van de behoefte gaat zeker niet altijd op dezelfde manier. De ambitie en 
het streven hiernaar is er wel, maar dit lijkt binnen E-commerce bijna onmogelijk. Elk project 
of verzoek is zo specifiek en anders dat het bijna niet mogelijk is om de behoefte op een 
zelfde manier vast te leggen. Door gebruik te maken van de “templates” zoals de red en 
green sheets worden we wel ‘gedwongen’ om elke keer aan dezelfde dingen te denken.  
 
6. Naar ons idee weet de business voordat ze aan een project beginnen nog niet 100% wat 
ze willen. Hierdoor ontstaat bijna altijd een spanningsveld tussen business en IT waar IT juist 
zo precies mogelijk wil weten wat er gemaakt moet worden en de business het nog niet zo 
precies weet of nog van gedachte veranderd.  
7. Bij dit gedeelte van het proces ben ik zelf niet zo betrokken, maar zover ik het begrepen 
heb zorgt het shared service team er voor dat de beschreven behoeften worden gevalideerd 
door de verschillende landen en formeel goedgekeurd.  
 
8. Er is een standaard proces en dit is ook gedocumenteerd. Het is alleen wel zo dat we hier 
allemaal redelijk pragmatisch mee omgaan. Ecommerce is een erg dynamische wereld en 
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daar moet je allemaal zo flexibel mee omgaan. Op dit moment is het proces afgestemd op de 
manier hoe wij software ontwikkelen. Tot een paar maanden geleden ontwikkelde wij nog 
heel traditioneel volgens een ‘waterval’ model. Nu ontwikkelen we steeds meer volgens een 
agile model. 
 
9. Om achteraf te controleren of gebruikersbehoefte op een juiste manier zijn vastgelegd 
doen we op verschillende manieren. Een van de belangrijkste indicatoren voor ons zijn de 
wijzigingsverzoeken die worden ingediend in Jira op nieuwe functionaliteit. Als er veel 
wijzigingen worden aangevraagd direct na een release van nieuwe functionaliteit is dit een 
teken dat we het vastleggen van de gebruikersbehoefte niet goed (genoeg) hebben 
uitgevoerd.  
 
Antwoorden Business Analist  
 
1. Om de behoefte van de business vast te leggen wordt er gebruik gemaakt van een vast 
formaat waar we veel met “mockups” werken om aan te geven wat we bedoelen of willen. 
Ook wordt er zo veel mogelijk geschreven aan de hand van scenario’s of ervaring van de 
klant die gebruik gaat maken van de functionaliteit.  
 
2. We lopen de scenario’s met verschillende mensen uit de business door en proberen door 
vragen te stellen alles boven tafel te krijgen. Een garantie om zeker te weten dat we alles 
hebben beschreven is er natuurlijk niet, maar door meerdere mensen te betrekken hopen 
we het wel zo dicht mogelijk te benaderen.  
 
3. Die komen wel voor, maar dat is een van de redenen om een centrale afdeling te hebben 
die de coördinatie zorgt van de afstemming van de gebruikersbehoefte. In de meeste 
gevallen is kun je in goed overleg tot een tussenoplossing komen. Als het gaat om behoefte 
die ontstaan door externe factoren zoals wetgeving is dat natuurlijk lastiger. In die gevallen 
zul je een land-specifieke behoefte mee moeten nemen en zullen daar hogere 
ontwikkelkosten aan vast zitten.    
 
4. Verschillende partijen in de business. Vaak de regionale Ecommerce afdeling, maar ook 
steeds vaker andere afdelingen als die met een specifiek project “geraakt” worden. Laatst 
bijvoorbeeld hebben we een project gestart om onze orders via het web te kunnen traceren 
(Track&Trace functionaliteit). Bij deze behoefte analyse hebben we ook de afdeling supply 
chain betrokken.  
5. Meestal wel. We plannen afspraken in met een aantal mensen in de business die veel te 
maken zullen krijgen met de functionaliteit die gevraagd wordt. Meestal zijn dit de mensen 
die het project of de wijziging hebben geïnitieerd. Na een aantal gesprekken stellen we een 
document (green sheet) met een zo compleet mogelijke beschrijving van wat de business 
wil. Als dit document is afgetekend wordt deze overgedragen aan IT. 
 
6. Ik denk dat er een aantal knelpunten zijn. Onze IT afdeling waar ik de behoefte voor 
beschrijf zitten aan de andere kant van de wereld. Bij het overbrengen van documenten gaat 
hier nog wel eens wat mis. Daarnaast heeft onze business een hoge ambitie om te groeien in 
deze uitdagende tijd en wil daarom van alles op een hoog abstractie niveau, maar als je door 
vraagt merk je vaak dat de business niet heel duidelijk weet wat ze precies willen.   
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7. We proberen altijd zoveel mogelijk mensen te betrekken bij het opstellen van de wensen 
en behoefte in een project. Helaas wordt er niet altijd even goed en nauwkeurig gelezen, 
maar alle regionale Ecommerce Managers moeten het specificatie document tekenen.  
  
8. Het is een redelijk eenvoudig proces, maar we hebben het wel en iedereen die in dit 
proces betrokken is kent dit proces. We stellen de specificaties/behoefte vast, laten de 
business dit aftekenen en dan gaat het naar IT om het te ontwikkelen. Daarna wordt de 
software getest of deze volgens specificatie is geleverd en is er een eindgebruikertest. 
Daarna gaan we live.   
 
9. Het centrale team in Europa zorgt ervoor dat alle stappen in het afgesproken proces 
worden uitgevoerd, maar of je dit bewaking kan noemen vraag ik me af. Een hele duidelijke 
controle of de juiste dingen aan IT gevraagd zijn is er namelijk niet. 
  
Antwoorden Regional Representative  
 
1. Wij geven altijd aan wat wij nodig hebben op onze site om onze klanten beter te kunnen 
bedienen. Dit gebeurd op verschillende manieren. We sturen emails, kaarten het aan in een 
persoonlijk gesprek of geven dit aan in een van de periodieke bijeenkomsten die we hebben. 
Soms proberen we kleinere verzoeken als kleine wijziging in te dienen als ‘jira’. Deze worden 
meestal sneller afgehandeld.  
 
2. Ik heb het idee dat we wel een volledig beeld hebben met en door de gesprekken die we 
hebben om de specificaties inzichtelijk te krijgen. Soms betrap ik mezelf er wel op dat er 
dingen zijn die me later invallen, maar die kaart ik dan aan en worden meestal zo snel 
mogelijk meegenomen in het proces.  
 
3. Heel kort door de bocht vind ik dat niet zo heel belangrijk als ik maar krijg wat wij nodig 
hebben om onze klanten in de DACH-BENELUX regio te kunnen bedienen. Maar aan de 
andere kant weet ik ook dat we deel uitmaken van een grotere organisatie en dan we ook 
rekening moeten houden met wat er in andere landen gebeurd.  
 
4. Ik wordt meestal benaderd door het Europese team voor het aanleveren van mijn input. 
Voor initiatieven of wijzigingsverzoeken die ik zelf heb ingediend vind ik dat natuurlijk juist 
prettig dat ik voor meer details gevraagd wordt, dat geeft me namelijk het idee dat er iets 
gebeurd met mijn verzoeken. Verder neem ik aan dat de andere teams in de business ook 
gevraagd worden.  
 
5. Ja, dit gaat eigenlijk altijd wel redelijk standaard. De laatste jaren is het wel steeds meer 
geformaliseerd en verbeterd, maar ik volgens mij gaat dit wel altijd op dezelfde manier. 
 
6. Het klinkt flauw, maar uiteraard vind ik dat alles veel te lang duurt. Met name sommige, 
naar mijn idee kleine verzoeken, duren vaak weken of maanden.  
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7. Als ik mijn input heb gegeven krijg ik meestal na een tijdje een laatste versie van de 
specificaties waar alle regio’s hun input op hebben gegeven. Dit lees ik dan door en geef mijn 
akkoord.  
 
8. Ik weet niet beter dan de manier zoals we net hebben besproken. Ik geef mijn input en 
later controleer ik een eind-document en keur deze goed of geef aan wat nog aangepast 
moet worden. 
 
9. Geen idee eerlijk gezegd. Wij checken natuurlijk zelf tijdens de test periode en bij livegang, 
maar of er active controle is op het proces weet ik niet.  
 
Antwoorden OnSite Specialist  
 
1. In de projecten waar wij betrokken worden, worden er aan ons verschillende vragen 
gesteld over de te ontwikkelen functionaliteit. Onze afdeling kijkt ook heel veel naar wat 
onze concurrenten doen zoals bijvoorbeeld Amazon. We proberen de ‘best practices’ van 
deze sites mee te nemen in de specificaties.  
 
2. Wij worden meestal niet als eerste gevraagd, veel van de specificaties zijn dan al 
aangegeven door de business. Wij geven eigenlijk meer een advies op basis van wat er in de 
markt speelt. Onze input is dus niet zo zeer om de specificatie compleet te maken, maar om 
het in concept te valideren.  
 
3. Wij zien vooral conflicterende behoefte op het gebied van regelgeving. Dit blijft natuurlijk 
altijd lastig en wordt per situatie beoordeeld.  
 
4. Vooral de business die verantwoordelijk is voor de omzet die met de webshop gemaakt 
wordt. Daarnaast zijn er een aantal adviserende teams waar wij onszelf ook toe rekenen.  
 
5. De manier is volgens mij wel altijd hetzelfde, maar de teams die betrokken worden kan 
verschillen. Als er bijvoorbeeld een bepaalde wijziging nodig is die vanuit regelgeving op een 
specifieke site moet komen hebben wij daar weinig toegevoegde waarde. Het valt me de 
laatste projecten wel steeds meer op dat de manier om te komen tot de behoefte wel op 
dezelfde manier gaat, maar dat de projecten steeds meer in fases worden opgedeeld. Dit 
maakt het specificeren van de behoefte vaak makkelijker.  
 
6. De time to market. Dus de tijd die het kost om van idee to functionaliteit op de website te 
komen duurt vaak te lang. Dit zou net de onderscheidende factor kunnen zijn in de strijd 
tegen de steeds groter wordende groep van concurrenten. Als je kijkt naar de kleinere 
spelers (zoals 123inkt.nl) die zijn heel snel en flexibel als ze nieuwe functionaliteit aan hun 
klanten willen aanbieden.  
 
7. Volgens mij gaan de specificaties altijd een aantal keer heen en weer tussen verschillende 
mensen in de business voordat deze wordt ‘afgetekend’ door de verschillende regio’s. Ook 
dit gedeelte in het proces duurt vaak veel te lang.  
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8. Er is een proces en volgens mij is dit voor iedereen erg duidelijk. Of het gedocumenteerd 
is weet ik niet. Ik denk wel dat het goed zou zijn om het proces nog eens tegen het licht te 
houden.  
 
9. De bewaking is volgens mij onderdeel van het proces zelf doordat verschillende mensen in 
verschillende afdelingen naar de specificaties kijken en later in de testfase controleren of er 
geleverd is wat men had verwacht. Dus je moet je wel realiseren dat deze “bewaking” sterk 
afhankelijk is van mensen en niet altijd heel ‘zwart-wit’ is. 
 
Antwoorden Software Quality Team  
 
1. Wij krijgen de specificaties aangeleverd nadat deze zijn afgetekend en volledig afgestemd 
met de business. Wij zijn niet betrokken bij het in kaart brengen van de behoefte of 
specificatie. We gebruiken deze specificatie wel om onze testcases op te baseren.  
 
2. Tijdens het maken van de testcases komen we wel regelmatig nog op vragen of 
onderdelen die niet helemaal duidelijk zijn. We nemen in dit geval altijd contact op met de 
business om deze vragen te beantwoorden.  
 
 
3. Er zijn wel ‘verschillende’ of ‘conflicterende’ specificaties per land, maar ook hier hebben 
wij weinig mee te maken om dit op te lossen. Vanuit het test team zorgen wij er wel voor dat 
er in dit geval verschillende test scenario’s zijn om deze specificaties per land af te dekken en 
te testen. 
 
4. Voornamelijk de verschillende teams in de business en later ook IT bij de overdracht van 
de specificaties. Wij zijn ook betrokken, maar voornamelijk om geïnformeerd te worden. Wij 
hebben zelf geen inbreng in de specificatie.   
 
5. We hebben een standaard proces voor het vaststellen van de specificaties als onderdeel 
van het standaard project proces met bijbehorende documenten volgens een vast formaat.  
 
6. Wij zien geen specifieke knelpunten, wel potentiële verbeterpunten of aandachtgebieden 
die volgens mij vooral te maken hebben met de globale verdeling van de verschillende 
teams. Om een duidelijk beeld te krijgen van de behoefte en specificaties waar alle 
betrokken partijen het over eens zijn kost enorm veel tijd en energie.    
 
7. Dit gebeurd tijdens het opstellen en documenteren van de specificaties, maar 
voornamelijk tijdens de test periode. Wij testen de webshop op basis van de specificatie, 
maar daarna test de business de webshop ook weer zelf. Dit doen ze op basis van hun 
verwachting en het specificatiedocument dat, als het goed is, gelijk zouden moeten zijn.  
 
8. Met name de red en green sheets (specificatie op high level en detailed level)  zijn 
standaard. Dit is met alle teams afgesproken.  
 
9. Volgens mij is er geen actieve ‘bewaking’. Het valideren van de specificatie als onderdeel 
van de test zou je volgens mij kunnen zien als bewaking.  
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Appendix D: Adequacy of elicitation methods for contextual 
characteristics  
 
 
